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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
The Cooperative Extension Service Is the educational agency of the 
l&ilted States Department of Agriculture. Established after the passage 
of the 1914 Smith-Lever Act, the Cooperative Extension Service has held 
that Its major objective was to provide educational services to farmers 
and nonfarm clientele. In this sense, the Extension Service has long 
been concerned about educational programs for client learners. 
The Cooperative Extension Service operates through the cooperation 
of persons employed in different occupations. Examples of such persons 
are educators involved in agricultural related research, college 
instruction, and extension education. This type of cooperation suggests 
that a three way partnership involving agricultural researchers, college 
professors, and extension educators enables the Extension Service to 
function as an educational organization (Extension Service, 1983). 
Educators employed by the Cooperative Extension Service at the state 
and county levels usually work in one of the following program areas: 
(1) Agriculture and Natural Resources, (2) Home Economics, (3) Community 
Resource Development, and (4) 4-H and Youth (Carden, 1983). 
Extension educators have long been involved in extending research 
tested information from an institution of higher learning to a farmer 
clientele (Harlan, 1983). These educators have also been involved in 
developing teaching methods as a way to help disseminate information 
and improve the lives of their farmer clients. 
There are several ongoing concerns of extension educators. One 
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which has stood out as important in recent years has been the plight of 
limited-resource farmers. Concerns for these farmers as food producers 
are superseded by such matters as social injustice, poverty, low farm 
productivity, and informational offerings being more suited for larger 
farmers (Lionberger and Wong, 1982). 
In 1971, state extension services received directives from the 
United States Department of Agriculture to develop small farm programs 
in order to assist limited-resource farmers (Edwards et al., 1980). 
Funding for these small farm programs is provided through the provisions 
of sections 3(c) and 3(d) of the Smith-Lever Act (Garden, 1983). The 
small farm program in North Carolina is known as the Farm Opportunities 
Program (FOP). Educators responsible for the administration of FOP 
are employed by the North Carolina Agricultural Extension Service. 
This study was designed to assess how limited-resource farmers in 
a selected area of North Carolina perceived the Farm Opportunities 
Program. Findings from the study will be used by the North Carolina 
Farm Opportunities Program Impact Evaluation Study Design Teassr 
Background of the Study 
The word "limited-resource farmer" is an economic term used by 
extension educators to describe certain small and poor farmers. This 
term implies that limited-resource farmers are limited by land, labor, 
capital, and management skills (Williamson, 1978). These farmers have 
been broadly defined by the federal government as small farm operators 
having gross farm sales under $20,000 (McAfee, 1983). The majority 
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of limited-resource farmers live in the Southern region of the United 
States (Edwards et al., 1980).. 
Extension educators in several states have established small farm 
programs in order to assist limited-resource farmers. For example, the 
Small Farm Family Program was developed in order to assist Missouri 
limited-resource farmers (Llonberger and Wong, 1982). The Small Farm 
and Technical Assistance Program was designed in order to assist 
limited-resource farmers in Florida (Garden, 1983). Recognition for the 
need to assist North Carolina limited-resource farmers prompted state 
extension educators to established the Farm Opportunities Program. 
The North Carolina Farm Opportunities Program was initiated in 
1972 with the primary purpose of providing educational services and 
technical assistance to limited-resource farmers through the aid of a 
team of extension educators (McAfee, 1978). Major objectives of the 
Farm Opportunities Program are to; (1) assist farmers in identifying 
and solving farm problems, (2) provide one-on-one farm assistance to 
FOP farmers, (3) help FOP participants remain in farming, (4) encourage 
farmers to diversify their farming operations, and (5) increase gross 
farm sales (McAfee, 1977). 
Overall responsibility for the Farm Opportunities Program at the 
state level rests with educators employed by the North Carolina 1890 
extension program (see Appendix D for purposes of clarity). Supervision 
for the program at the county level rests with extension chairpersons, 
agents, and paraprofessionals (agricultural and forestry technicians). 
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FOP participants receive one-on-one farm assistance from county 
paraprofesslonals. The agricultural extension agent (supervising agent) 
is the immediate supervisor for FOP paraprofesslonals. As reported by 
McAfee (1978) and Lyons (1985), supervising agents and paraprofessionals 
receive educational support from agricultural specialists employed by 
the North Carolina 1890 extension program (see Appendix D). 
McAfee (1977) reported that a farmer may have one or a number of 
the following nine problems to be eligible to participate in the North 
Carolina Farm Opportunities Program: 
1. Inadequate volume of production resources 
2. Inferior quality agricultural products 
3. Lack of operating capital 
4. Lack of modem farm machinery 
5. Lack of production knowledge 
6. Lack of managerial ability 
7. Lack of purchasing know-how 
8. Lack of marketing skills 
9. Inadequate home and homegrounds (McAfee, 1977, p. 5). 
According to Godfrey (1983) and Hicks (1984), North Carolina 
extension educators have accomplished many of the Farm Opportunities 
Program objectives. A study should be conducted to determine the degree 
to which these objectives have helped FOP farmers. A data bank should 
also be developed and maintained for use in the development of future 
programs. 
5 
Statement of the Problem 
Chesney (1982) and McAfee (1983) asserted that much data on the 
needs of FOP farmers have been collected and used in planning programs. 
Information obtained from reports made by McAfee (1978), Godfrey (1983), 
and Rann (1984) asserted that North Carolina limited-resource farmers 
have received many benefits from the Farm Opportunities Program. To 
leam the validity of such assertions, it was considered necessary to 
investigate the impact of the Farm Opportunities Program on the farming 
practices and situations of North Carolina limited-resource farmers. 
This investigation was carried out by assessing the perceptions of FOP 
farmers toward the benefits received from the Farm Opportunities Program. 
Purpose of the Study 
The central purpose of this study was to assess the perceptions of 
North Carolina limited-resource farmers toward the Farm Opportunities 
Program. The secondary purpose was to provide information extension 
educators can use to improve the Farm Opportunities Program in a 
selected area of North Carolina. More specifically, the objectives 
of this study were: 
1. Identify personal and situational characteristics of FOP 
farmers in a selected area of North Carolina. 
2. Determine the type and frequency of contact with the Farm 
Opportunities Program by limited-resource farmers in a 
selected area of North Carolina. 
3. Determine and analyze improvements in farming practices and 
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situations among FOP farmers when grouped by six Independent 
variables. 
4. Determine and analyze perceived benefits farmers received from 
the Farm Opportunities Program when grouped by six independent 
variables. 
5. Determine the relationship between improvements made in 
farming practices and situations among 40 FOP farmers and 
perceived benefits received from the Farm Opportunities 
Program. 
Statement of Hypotheses 
1. There is no significant difference in the perceptions of farmers 
toward the benefits received from the Farm Opportunities Program 
when grouped by county residence. 
2. There is no significant difference in the perceptions of farmers 
toward the benefits received from the Farm Opportunities Program 
when grouped by full-time and part-time farmer. 
3. There is no significant difference in the perceptions of farmers 
toward the benefits received from the Farm Opportunities Program 
when grouped by age. 
4. There is no significant difference in the perceptions of farmers 
toward the benefits received from the Farm Opportunities Program 
when grouped by educational level. 
5. There is no significant difference in the perceptions of farmers 
toward the benefits received from the Farm Opportunities Program 
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when grouped by years of participation in the program. 
6. There is no significant difference in the perceptions of farmers 
toward the benefits received from the Farm Opportunities Program 
when grouped by gross farm sales. 
7. There is no significant relationship between improvements made 
in farming practices and situations among 40 FOP fairmers and 
perceived benefits received from the Farm Opportunities Program. 
Significance of the Study 
Evaluation of federal programs can give meaningful direction to 
future planning (Edwards et al., 1980). As a federally funded program, 
what impact has the Farm Opportunities Program had on the farming 
practices and situations of FOP farmers? 
According to McAfee (1983) and Lyons (1985), FOP extension 
educators recognize the importance of evaluation. Thus, they endorsed 
and assisted with the planning and implementation of this evaluation 
study. Findings from this study can be useful in planning future FOP 
programs by: 
1. Revealing how farmers in a selected area of North Carolina 
feel about the Farm Opportunities Program. 
2. Identifying improvements in farming practices and situations 
among FOP farmers in a selected area of North Carolina. 
3. Providing information FOP extension educators can use to 
determine the impact of the Farm Opportunities Program on 
farmers in a selected area of North Carolina. 
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4. Providing information North Carolina extension educators can 
use to improve the Farm Opportunities Program. 
5. Providing a data base for further research in this area. 
Limitations of the Study 
1. The study was limited to assessing the perceptions of farmers 
toward benefits received from the Farm Opportunities Program 
who lived in Franklin, Vance, and Warren Counties of North 
Carolina (see map In Appendix E for location of counties); 
therefore generalizations will be limited to FOP farmers 
living in the three aforementioned counties instead of making 
Inferences to all participants of the North Carolina Farm 
Opportunities Program. 
2. The researcher did not assess the perceptions of FOP graduates 
living in the three counties Included in this study. 
Definition of Terms 
Limited-resource farmer; a small scale farmer who is either a 
landowner or tenant, has a low to moderate level of education, has 
limited operating capital, has limited modem farm machinery and 
equipment, works slightly above or at the poverty level, receives at 
least half of his or her total income from the sale of farm products, 
and earns less than $20,000 annually from gross farm sales. 
Farm Opportunities Program (FOP); a small farm program designed 
to provide educational services and technical assistance to North 
Carolina limited-resource farmers. Long-term goals are to raise farm 
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productivity, increase gross farm sales, and improve living standards 
of FOP participants (McAfee, 1983). 
Perception; the ability to link what is sensed with past events 
in order to give meaning to situations (Van Dalen, 1979) as well as an 
awareness, feeling, and understanding of situations. "Benefits received 
from FOP" was the perception measure in this study. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This chapter includes a review of popular articles and research 
upon which this study was based. The materials reviewed were organized 
under three sections: (1) Profile of Limited-Resource Farmers, 
(2) Small Farm Programs, and (3) Evaluation of Extension Programs. 
Profile of Limited-Resource Farmers 
Both Williamson (1978) and Chesney (1982) defined limited-resource 
farmers as small farm operators having limited production resources, low 
production knowledge including a lack of marketing skills, and low farm 
productivity. Support for this definition was provided by McAfee (1983) 
who reported that limited-resource farmers are poorly educated, have 
control over limited acres of land, produce poor quality farm products, 
and earn less than $20,000 annually from gross farm sales. As noted by 
Orden and Buccola (1980), the vast majority of limited-resource farmers 
live in the Southern United States. 
Orden and Edwards (1978), in a study completed at the Virginia 
Polytechnic and State University, developed a profile of Southern 
limited-resource farmers. Findings from this study revealed that the 
majority of limited-resource farmers living in the South had very low 
educational levels, had limited production resources, made insufficient 
use of their farms, produced poor quality farm products, and earned less 
than $15,000 annually from gross farm sales. These researchers also 
reported that the majority of limited-resource farmers received little 
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to no agricultural assistance from sources other than Southern small 
farm programs. 
The characteristics of limited-resource farmers in the South vary 
from state to state. Londhe et al. (1981) for example, reported that 
the majority of South Carolina limited-resource farmers are over 60 
years of age, have been farming for more than 35 years, have only 
completed the sixth grade, and have bad health problems. 
Hurst and Londhe (1980) also described the characteristics of South 
Carolina limited-resource farmers in a study entitled "A Suggested Model 
of Small Farm Operation for Limited-Resource Farmers in South Carolina." 
These researchers reported: 
...a limited-resource farmer generally has about 20 
acres or less land, farms mostly by himself, does not 
have sufficient family labor and is reluctant to hire 
labor, does not have adequate machinery and equipment, 
consumes most of the farm products at home with little, 
if any, left for marketing, and does not use very much 
production credit (Hurst and Londhe, 1980, p.31). 
Parker (1978) identified twelve major characteristics of Arkansas 
limited-resource farmers. These characteristics were: 
1. Small acreage 
2. Eight grade education or less usually 
3. Limited buying power 
4. Lacks capital 
5. Limited employment off the farm 
6. Responds slowly to innovative ideas 
7. Independent 
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8. Conservative 
9. Little or no modern farm equipment 
10. Lacks credit and reluctant to seek very much 
11. Lacks plans and objectives for much land expansion 
12. 50 to 65 years In age (Parker, 1978, p. 40). 
Stewart et al. (1979) reported the following Information about 
limited-resource farmers living In the Southern Appalachian Mountains: 
ImproverIshed farmers still exist In the United States, 
especially In certain Insular areas such as Âppalachla. 
These farmers tend to be older and poorly educated, the 
residual from migration of the young and better educated 
to urban areas over the past thirty to forty years; their 
farms tend to be small and unproductive. Even if these 
farmers had marketable skills, local opportunities for 
off-farm employment are limited (Stewart et al., 1979, 
p. 77). 
In North Carolina, a large number of limited-resource farmers are 
over 60 years of age, operate their own farms, grow grains and tobacco, 
raise beef cattle and hogs, lack sufficient operating capital, and earn 
less than $20,000 annually from farm sales (Small Farm Report, 1982). 
North Carolina limited-resource farmers, according to Chesney (1982), 
own about 20 percent of the state's commercial woodland, but they lack 
basic forest management skills and are very reluctant to seek forest 
management assistance. An additional report revealed that more than 
half of North Carolina limited-resource farmers earn less than $12,000 
a year and that in the long run, the fate of these farmers is closely 
tied to their ability to adopt modern management, production, and 
marketing techniques (Retrospect *83, 1983). 
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As noted by Brooks (1981) and Martin (1985), land loss Is one of 
the most pressing problems confronting the majority of limited-resource 
farmers living in the Southern United States. President Brooks (1981) 
of the Atlanta-based Emergency Land Fund reported that uneducated and 
poor Southern limited-resource farmers generally lack knowledge of what 
their legal rights are and where to go for legal assistance regarding 
land loss problems. A similar report, made by Londhe and Singh (1983), 
revealed that many South Carolina Black and Indian limited-resource 
farmers are unaware of where to go regarding land loss prevention 
assistance. 
Martin (1985) stated that land speculators, discriminatory market 
conditions, unscrupulous lenders who insist that land be used as 
collateral by poorly educated farmers, and deceptive developers who 
force farmers to sell their farms at "basement prices" are the major 
causes of land loss by many Southern limited-resource farmers. He 
further stated that while White limited-resource farmers are having land 
loss problems, land loss among Black farmers are more pronounced. Martin 
reported; 
The partition sale is perhaps one of the most feared 
and sinister methods by which Blacks have lost and 
continued to lose land. Over the years it has been 
perpetuated by a form of legal chicanery by those who 
prey upon uneducated Blacks who have little if any 
clear understanding of the law (Martin, 1985, p. 146). 
A second major problem confronting the majority of Southern 
limited-resource farmers is the lack of marketing skills. Reports 
made by Williamson (1978) and Chesney (1982) revealed that many 
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limited-resource farmers generally lack knowledge of how to interpret 
marketing trends, do not understand basic principles involved in 
marketing agricultural products, and are seldom able to invest profits 
from gross farm sales for future farming operations. 
There are many problems and concerns of limited-resource farmers 
in North Carolina. McAfee (1983) reported that several North Carolina 
limited-resource farmers lack the ability to run an efficient farm 
operation as a result of limited educational opportunities, limited 
production resources, and limited knowledge of where to go for 
assistance regarding farm problems. He further stated that many North 
Carolina limited-resource farmers produce poor quality farm products. 
Khan (1982), at the North Carolina Agricultural and Technical State 
University, completed a study entitled "An Economic Analysis of Small 
Farms; What Lies Ahead in North Carolina." One of the objectives of 
the study was to develop a profile of North Carolina limited-resource 
farmers. Findings from this study revealed that the major problems and 
concerns of limited-resource farmers in North Carolina are: (1) land 
loss, (2) lack of operating capital, (3) low farm productivity, (4) low 
income from gross farm sales, and (5) high energy costs for maintaining 
homes, tobacco bulk bams, and animal housing facilities. 
As noted by Chesney (1981) and McAplln (1984), limited-resource 
farmers in North Carolina are having serious land loss problems. These 
farmers, according to Rann (1983), lack knowledge of what their legal 
rights are an-i how to protect their land interests. He further reported 
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that education has been the key weapon in the fight to save the land of 
North Carolina limited-resource farmers. 
A final comment on the profile of limited-resource farmers is 
reflected in a paper by Williamson (1978) entitled "Marketing Feeder 
Pigs and Feed Calves by Limited-Resource Farmers." Williamson reported; 
As the term implies, limited-resource farmers are 
limited by one or a combination of the four factors 
of production, namely; land, labor, capital, and 
management. Limited-resource farmers face many of 
the same problems.that have been listed for farmers 
in general. However, their problems are more pro­
nounced. It has become evident that public programs, 
situations, and institutions serving commercial agri­
culture do not meet the needs of limited-resource 
farmers. This means that policies and programs 
specifically tailored to the needs of these farmers 
are necessary (Williamson, 1978, p. 88). 
Small Farm Programs 
Orden and Buccola (1980), in a study entitled "An Evaluation of 
Cooperative Extension Small Farm Programs in the Southern United States", 
made the following statement about small farm programs; 
During the past decade, new cooperative extension, service 
programs have been developed for the purpose of aiding 
limited-resource farmers. Programs have been implemented 
primarily in the South, a region in which the 1890 land-
grant Institutions have focus attention on disadvantaged 
minorities and in which small farms remain relatively 
concentrated. Program goals are to expand educational 
assistance to individuals not reached by other extension 
programs. Farmers generally participate for a period of 
two to four years (Orden and Buccola, 1980, p. 218). 
In order to describe small farm programs, it was considered 
necessary to first give a brief review of the historical background of 
educational institutions which served for years as the only sources of 
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extension, services for Southern limited-resource farmers. It was also 
considered necessary to describe current Instructional techniques used 
by small farm program educators to teach limited-resource farmers. Thus, 
the review pertaining to small farm programs was organized as follows: 
(I) 1890 extension programs and Tuskegee University, (2) Instruction 
through paraprofesslonals, and (3) FOP educational activities. 
1890 extension programs and Tuskegee University 
The 1890 land-grant colleges were created after passage of the 1890 
Morrill Act. These institutions were established in sixteen states for 
thé primary purpose of providing instruction in agriculture, the natural 
sciences, and industrial education for Blacks. After passage of the 
1914 Smith-Lever Act, federal funds were provided to these institutions 
for extension programs (Garden, 1983). 
Tuskegee University is not an 1890 land-grant institution. It is 
included in discussions concerning 1890 extension programs because of 
the contributions made in extension by George Washington Garver and 
Booker T. Washington. According to Harlan (1983), George Washington 
Garver was involved in research at the agricultural experiment station 
at Tuskegee University. Booker T. Washington, beginning in 1889, 
conducted informal classes for Black farmers, assisted in the development 
of farm demonstrations, and helped educate Black extension educators. 
In 1906, Thoinas M. Campbell, an agricultural graduate from Tuskegee 
University, became the first Black extension educator to be employed 
jointly by an institution of higher learning (Tuskegee University) and 
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the United States Department of Agriculture. Before the passage of the 
1914 Smith-Lever Act, Black extension educators employed by Tuskegee 
University and other Black institutions were called demonstration agents 
instead of county extension agents (Harlan, 1983). 
For years, extension programs located at 1890 land-grant colleges 
and Tuskegee University provided the only extension services to Black 
and Indian farmers. Today however, educators employed by these 
extension programs are assisting limited-resource farmers and other 
clientele of many races (Garden, 1983). The four program areas of the 
1890 extension programs and extension at Tuskegee University are the 
same as the 1862 extension programs, namely; (1) Agriculture and Natural 
Resources, (2) Home Economics, (3) Community Resource Development, and 
(4) 4-H and Youth (Garden, 1983). 
In addition to the program areas listed above, special agricultural 
projects are often sponsored jointly by these extension programs and 
other organizations. Examples of such special agricultural projects are; 
(1) land loss prevention projects in many Southern states, (2) the North 
Carolina Landowners Contactor Project, (3) the South Carolina Rodent 
Control Project, and (4) the Texas Catfish Production and Marketing 
Project (Garden, 1983). 
Educators employed by 1890 extension programs and Tuskegee 
University have developed programs over the years that are more suited 
for small and limited-resource farmers as compared to other extension 
programs which have focused attention on assisting large farmers living 
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in the Southern states (Lionberger and Wong, 1982). Thus, the educators 
primarily responsible for the administration and implementation of small 
farm programs are employed by the sixteen 1890 extension programs and 
Tuskegee University (Orden and Buccola, 1980). 
Two extension programs often comprised one Extension Service in the 
South. In North Carolina, for example, the 1862 extension program is 
located at North Carolina State University while the 1890 extension 
program is located at the North Carolina Agricultural and Technical State 
University. Although the two extension programs comprised one North 
Carolina Agricultural Extension Service (see Appendix D for clarity), 
North Carolina 1890 extension educators are the persons primarily 
responsible for the Farm Opportunities Program. 
Instruction through paraprofessionals 
The most predominant view among small farm program educators is 
that individual farmer assistance is an excellent teaching method to 
use when assisting limited-resource farmers. Support for this statement 
was provided by Fourqurean (1978) who stated that small farm program 
educators should provide one-on-one farm assistance to their clientele. 
Paraprofessionals are small farm program educators who provide 
one-on-one farm assistance to limited-resource farmers. Although many 
of the paraprofessionals have only completed high school, some of these 
educators have studied agriculture at a community college. Many small 
farm program paraprofessionals have been identified as "successful" 
small scale farmers prior to accepting employment with the small farm 
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program (Lionberger and Wong, 1982). Once employed, paraprofessionals 
are required to attend in-service training sessions (McAfee, 1978). 
Paraprofessionals have been very successful in giving individual 
farmer assistance to limited-resource farmers (Hicks, 1984). They are 
also considered to be useful links between limited-resource farmers and 
the Extension Service since in many instances the paraprofessional has 
already established a rapport with area farmers before accepting 
employment with the small farm program (McAfee, 1983) . 
An additional support for the use of paraprofessionals in small farm 
programs was expressed in an article published in the Extension Review 
Magazine in 1984, entitled "Resident Program Aides Make a Difference", 
by Boyd (1984). She reported: 
Paraprofessionals are extremely effective in reaching 
non-traditional clientele. This has indeed been the 
case for the 1890 extension program in Texas; parapro­
fessionals continue to be the glue to its one-on-orie 
concept. Paraprofessionals are able to talk to the 
clientele on a one-on-one basis, using the common 
language or jargon that is familiar to the people. 
This helps the farmer to relax and gain confidence 
in the paraprofessionals. Once this confidence is 
established, helping individual farmers or families 
in whatever their needs are is less complicated (Boyd, 
1984, p. 14). 
In addition to the use of individualized instruction through 
paraprofessionals, farm demonstrations have also been used by small 
farm program educators to encourage limited-resource farmers to adopt 
approved farming practices in their farming operations (Hurst and 
Londhe, 1980). 
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FOP educational activities 
McAfee (1983) identified three major educational activities that 
are carried out by North Carolina extension educators in order to 
accomplish the objectives of the Farm Opportunities Program. These 
activities are: (1) needs assessment of FOP farmers, (2) instruction, 
and (3) evaluation. Paraprofessionals collect data pertaining to the 
needs of FOP farmers through personal interviews. The five major 
teaching methods used by extension educators to teach FOP farmers are: 
(1) one-on-one farm visits, (2) farm demonstrations, (3) group meetings, 
(4) radio instruction, and (5) organized tours. 
In addition to the teaching methods listed above, FOP farmers 
receive instruction from educators who supervise special agricultural 
projects. For example, the Landownership Information Project provides 
information about farm deeds, farm wills, and land loss prevention 
assistance through FOP agricultural technicians (Rann, 1983). The 
Landowners Contactor Project, according to Chesney (1982), assists FOP 
woodland owners through FOP forestry technicians. FOP teeUicians and 
FOP urban vegetable aides are the program's paraprofessionals. 
Evaluation is an Important aspect of the Farm Opportunities 
Program. McAfee (1983) reported: 
The paraprofessional and supervising agent meet with 
each family at the end of the growing season. They 
assess the year's effort and develop new stratagies 
and procedures for the next year. Participants are 
given the opportunity to say whether they have met the 
goals set at the beginning of the year. Additional 
benchmark data are obtained as a means of measuring 
progress (McAfee, 1983, p. 12). 
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Evaluation of Extension Programs 
Evaluation is an important component of the Cooperative Extension 
Service (Extension Review, 1984). According to Boyle (1981), evaluation 
is a continuous process involving the formation of program objectives, 
gathering evidence to determine to what extent the objectives have been 
met, and making judgements about the worth of a program based upon the 
gathered evidence. He further stated that educators consider evaluation 
to be an essential part of the educational process. 
Brinkerhoff et al. (1983) identified the following seven evaluation 
activities: 
1. Focusing the evaluation 
2. Designing the evaluation 
3. Collecting information 
4. Analyzing and interpreting information 
5. Reporting the information 
6. Managing evaluation 
7. Evaluating evaluation activities (Brinkerhoff et al., 1983, 
p. 1). 
In addition to the evaluation activities listed above, the 
Evaluation Research Society Standards Committee (1984) identified six 
major categories of evaluation, namely; (1) needs assessment of clients, 
(2) assessment of program goals, (3) assessment of program designs, 
(4) monitoring program operations, (5) accountability, and (6) program 
impact, also called impact evaluation. This committee further reported 
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that educators are often Involved in one or a number of the six major 
evaluation categories. 
Accountability and impact evaluation are Important concerns of 
extension educators. According to Godfrey (1981), the federal 
government has asked state and county extension educators to be more 
accountable of funds appropriated for extension programs. McKenna (1983) 
stated that accountability is a "public Information process" targeted 
toward persons who are in positions to influence decisions made about 
extension programs. She further asserted that extension educators are 
often required to inform decision makers about program impact. 
According to Pierre and Cook (1984), impact evaluation is a process 
that provides information on the effectiveness of a program, that is, 
assessing how a program has affected learner participants. Impact 
evaluation is also designed to provide Information about the outcomes of 
a program and whether such outcomes can be attributed to the program 
rather to some extraneous circumstances (Sanders as cited in Smith and 
Straughn, 1983, p. 56). 
Yerka (1984) stated that evaluation has little meaning if extension 
educators are not clear on what they want to know about their programs. 
She further reported that impact evaluation needs to be planned in the 
early program stages and that collecting data should occur at a time 
when farmers have had a chance to modify their behavior. 
Boyle (1981) and Weiss (1984) asserted that Impact evaluation can 
be conducted by obtaining information from either program participants 
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or educators. Yerka (1984) asserted that learning the perceptions of 
farmers toward extension services can help educators improve programs. 
Kantner (1982) made the following remarks about the importance of 
knowing the perceptions of farmers toward extension programs: 
If Extension wants to continue providing effective 
programs for its clientele, and change with the 
times, it must know the attitudes of clients about 
the information,they receive, the effectiveness of 
agents who deliver the information, the appropriate­
ness of the methods used, and whether programs meet 
the needs of clientele. Measuring the quality of 
county agricultural extension programs is a profess­
ional responsibility that can provide job satisfaction 
as well as timely and relevant information for planning 
future extension programs (Kantner, 1982, p. 8), 
A search through the literature revealed several studies which 
examined the perceptions of farmers toward extension programs. A 
literature search also provided information on several techniques used 
by researchers to collect data from program participants. Four such 
studies were included in this review. The first of the studies was 
completed by Gross (1977) entitled "Farmers Attitudes Toward Extension." 
The purpose of the study was to determine the perceptions of farmers 
toward the Missouri Extension Service. The sample consisted of 253 
small scale farmers living in Clinton County, Missouri. A two-part 
questionnaire containing 20 attitude statements and demographic data 
was mailed to each farmer included in a simple random selected sample. 
Gross (1977) reported the following results: 
1. Mean scores for the older farmers (56 and older) and the 
younger farmers (26-35) were much higher than the mean scores 
for the middled-aged farmers (36-55). This suggested that 
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extension programming was not reaching the middle-aged farmers 
as well as the other two groups. 
2. There was no significant difference between the mean scores 
of college graduates and farmers having low educational levels. 
3. There was no significant difference between the mean scores of 
farmers when grouped by farm organization membership. 
4. There was no relationship between the type of contact with the 
Missouri Extension Service and mean scores for all age groups 
of farmers. 
5. There was a strong relationship between frequency of contact 
with the Missouri Extension Service and high attitude scores 
for all age groups of farmers. 
6. Overall, farmers included In the sample had a favorable attitude 
toward the Missouri Extension Service. 
The second study was a doctoral dissertation completed by Nltsch 
(1979) entitled "Farmers' perceptions of and preferences concerning 
Agricultural Extension Programs." The purpose of the study was to 
determine how dairy farmers in Wisconsin viewed the Extension Service, 
An Interview questionnaire was used to collect data from 211 dairy 
farmers who were included in a stratified random sample. Results can 
be compared with studies completed by Orden and Edwards (1978) , 
Llonberger and Wong (1982), and Londhe and Singh (1983), namely; the 
Extension Service tended to favor larger farmers who had more production 
resources than smaller dairy farmers. Results from the study also 
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indicated thac the farmers' orientation towards farming greatly 
influenced their perceptions of and preferences concerning agricultural 
extension programs in Wisconsin. 
The third of the four studies was also a doctoral dissertation 
completed by Kantner (1980) at the Pennsylvania State University 
entitled " An Assessment of Extension Agricultural Programs as perceived 
by Extension Clientele." The purpose of this study was to assess the 
quality of agricultural extension programs by comparing the perceptions 
of farmers toward the Pennsylvania Cooperative Extension Service with 
perceptions of extension educators. Thus, 3,280 farmers and 84 
extension educators were included in a stratified random sample. Data 
were collected using a questionnaire adopted from a study completed In 
1977 by extension educators employed at the Ohio State University. 
Major results from the study were: 
1. Extension educators viewed the Pennsylvania Extension Service 
more favorably than farmers. 
2. A positive relationship existed between farmers who attended 
extension meetings and scores indicating favorable perceptions 
toward the Pennsylvania Extension Service. 
3. College graduates had lower mean scores than farmers having less 
than an eight grade education. 
4. There was a significant difference in the way farmers perceived 
the Pennsylvania Extension Service when grouped by age. 
The fourth study was completed by Jennings (1983) at the University 
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of Arkansas entitled "Arkansas Residents' Perceptions of the Arkansas 
Cooperative Extension Service." The purpose of the study was to 
determine how farmers and nonfarm clients perceived the Arkansas 
Extension Service. 
A telephone survey-interview was used to collect data for the study. 
The sample comprised 385 individuals whose names were systematically 
drawn from telephone directories. Major results from the study revealed: 
1. Female respondents had higher mean scores than male respondents. 
2. Respondents with higher educational levels had higher mean 
scores than respondents with lower educational levels. 
3. Respondents from rural areas had mean scores indicating an 
average amount of satisfaction with the Arkansas Extension 
Service. 
4. Respondents from rural areas had greater understanding of the 
purpose and goals of the Arkansas Cooperative Extension Service 
than respondents from urban areas. 
Two of the researchers, Nltsch (1979) and Jennings (1983), in the 
four studies just reviewed used the Interview technique to collect data 
from participants of extension programs. According to Van Dalen (1979), 
the interview technique is an excellent procedure to use when collecting 
information from adults having low educational levels. It has been 
reported that the majority of limited-resource farmers have low to moderate 
levels of education. The interview technique, therefore, seems most 
appropriate when collecting data from such farmers. 
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Summary 
A literature search revealed that the majority of limited-resource 
farmers live in the South, tend to be older farmers, are poorly educated, 
have limited production resources, produce poor quality farm products, 
and are often unaware of available educational and technical services. 
Limited-resource farmers are also faced with serious land loss problems 
and earn far less income from farm sales than other American farmers. 
Extension educators have established small farm programs in order to 
assist limited-resource farmers. Educators primarily responsible for 
the administration and Implementation of small farm programs are employed 
by 1890 extension programs and Tuskegee University. The small farm 
program In North Carolina Is known as the Farm Opportunities Program. 
A review of the liter ^ ture revealed that the most predominant view 
among Southern small farm program educators is that individualized 
instruction through paraprofessionals is an excellent way to teach 
limited-resource farmers. Paraprofessionals are the educators who 
provide one-on-one farm assistance to participants of the North Carolina 
Farm Opportunities Program. 
Information obtained from the literature indicated that extension 
educators recognize the importance of Impact evaluation and that knowing 
the perceptions of farmers toward extension services can help educators 
plan meaningful programs. A literature search also indicated that the 
interview technique is an excellent procedure to use when collecting 
Information from poorly educated program participants. 
A review of popular articles and relevant research cited in this 
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chapter revealed that: (1) a need existed to assist limited-resource 
farmers, (2) the United States Department of Agriculture provided funds 
to state extension services in order to start small farm programs, and 
(3) evaluation is an important part of extension programs. The review 
of literature, finally, supports the rationale for and the significance 
of this study. 
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CHAPTER III. DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
This chapter includes the research procedures that were followed 
in conducting this study. The procedures are divided into six sections: 
(1) Research Design, (2) Population Investigated, (3) Sample Selection, 
(4) Instrumentation, (5) Data Collection, and (6) Statistical Analysis. 
Research Design 
The design for this study falls under the category of descriptive 
research as defined by Slavin (1984). This educator mentioned that 
descriptive research employs surveys in order to describe particular 
phenomena as they exist, rather than trying to manipulate variables. 
He further reported that questionnaires and interviews are commonly used 
in descriptive research in order to determine the ideas or perceptions 
of interest to the research» 
According to Pierre and Cook (1984), descriptive research is related 
to descriptive evaluation. This is because descriptive evaluation is a 
design that provides descriptive information on program operations and 
describes program impact through educators or program participants. 
The personal interview technique is commonly used to collect data 
in descriptive research. Interviews were used to gather perceptions of 
poorly educated participants of the Farm Opportunities Program. This 
data-gathering technique was selected because it is considered to be an 
effective means of acquiring data from poorly educated program learners• 
Descriptive research best describes the design for this study. 
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Population Investigated 
The population for the study consisted of limited-resource farmers 
who were participants of the Farm Opportunities Program and living in 
Franklin, Vance, and Warren Counties of North Carolina. This research 
is part of a larger study (see Appendix C) designed to assess the Impact 
of the Farm Opportunities Program in twenty-five North Carolina counties 
(see Appendix E) participating in the program. It was during a meeting 
pertaining to the evaluation of the Farm Opportunities Program on 
January 11, 1985 that the population was identified. A total of 167 FOP 
farmers who lived in the three aforementioned counties comprised the 
population for this study. 
Sample Selection 
After the population was identified, the researcher constructed a 
frame (list) containing the names of all farmers included in the 
population. This list was numbered consecutively from one to 167. A 
simple random sample of 40 limited-resource farmers (24 percent) was 
selected from the population using a computer program to generate random 
numbers. Van Dalen (1979) reported that a sample of 10 to 20 percent 
of a population is often used in descriptive research depending upon 
the nature of the population. Roth (1981) mentioned that a simple 
random sampling of a population with similar backgrounds would support 
the use of a small sample size. As indicated on page 4 of this study, 
limited-resource farmers must have one or a number of similar problems 
to be eligible to participate in the Farm Opportunities Program- Thus, 
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farmers comprising the population for this study could be considered as 
having similar economic backgrounds. 
The name, address, and telephone number of each of the 40 sample 
farmers were obtained from North Carolina extension educators. Â letter 
(see Appendix A) explaining the purpose and requesting cooperation In the 
study was sent to each farmer Included In the sample. This procedure 
was followed by a telephone call by the researcher to make an appointment 
for a personal interview with each of the 40 farmers. Since face-to-face 
contact was made between each farmer and the researcher, there was a 100 
percent response rate. 
Instrumentation 
A closed-formed interview questionnaire was developed by the 
researcher to obtain data from farmers Included in the sample. This 
Instrument contained structured questions which were selected after 
discussing possible questions with North Carolina extension educators 
and reviewing studies completed by Gross (1977), Kantner (1980), and 
Chesney (1982). 
In order to obtain some form of content validity of the Instrument, 
reviews were conducted. Included in the review of the instrument were 
the following groups: 
1. Selected North Carolina extension educators 
2. One agricultural education professor in North Carolina 
3. Selected members of the researcher's Program of Study Committee 
at Iowa State University 
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4. Three graduate students in the Department of Agricultural 
Education at Iowa State University 
5. One graduate student in the Professional Studies Department at 
Iowa State University 
Participants included in the review of the instrument were asked to 
read the instrument, make suggestions, and add or delete items. These 
individuals were also asked to point out inconsistencies and problems of 
interpretation of the questions. These procedures resulted in the 
development of a four-part interview questionnaire. 
Part I of the instrument was used to gather data on selected 
personal and situational characteristics of the farmers included in the 
sample. Data for the following six independent variables were also 
gathered in this section of the instrument: (1) county residence, 
(2) type of farmer (full-time or part-time), (3) age, (4) educational 
level, (5) years of participation in the Farm Opportunities Program, 
and (6) gross farm sales. Part II of the instrument was used to gather 
data on the type and frequency of contact between farmers in the sample 
and the Farm Opportunities Program. 
Part III of the instrument was used to collect information on 12 
items indicating Improvements in farming practices and situations among 
the farmers in the sample. Part IV of the interview questionnaire 
contained 52 items which were used to assess perceived benefits farmers 
received from the Farm Opportunities Program. The 52 benefit items 
were grouped into the following ten farming categories: (1) General 
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farming concerns, (2) Farm management, (3) Farm finance, (4) Farm 
equipment, (5) Soils, (6) Cash crops, (7) Farm animals, (8) Marketing, 
(9) Income, and (10) Operating capital. 
A five point Likert-type scale was used to determine agricultural 
assistance received from sources other than the Farm Opportunities 
Program, improvements in farming practices and situations among FOP 
sample farmers, and perceived benefits received from the Farm 
Opportunities Program. The number 5 on the scale indicated "great 
assistance", "great improvement", or "great benefit" while 1 indicated 
"no assistance", "no improvement", or "no benefit". The five point 
scales were used because a shorter scale, according to Van Dalen (1979), 
is eaiser for a person to keep in mind when answering questions. 
The researcher conducted a field test (personal interviews) among 
five limited-resource farmers in Caswell County, North Carolina three 
days prior to conducting the interviews for the study. These farmers 
were FOP participants but were not included in the population nor the 
sample for the study. Interviewing farmers included in the field test 
allowed the researcher to practice before interviewing farmers included 
in the sample. 
After careful consideration of the comments and suggestions made 
by the individuals reviewing the instrument and the responses of the 
five farmers included in the field test, minor changes were made in the 
interview questionnaire prior to printing it in final form. The 
instrument appears in Appendix B. 
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Data Collection 
Since results from this research was to be included in a doctoral 
dissertation at Iowa State University, this study had to be approved 
by the North Carolina Extension Administrative Council. The Human 
Subjects Committee at Iowa State University also approved this study. 
Evidence of this approval appears in Appendix A. 
The researcher used the personal interview technique to collect 
data from farmers included in the sample. Interviews were held with 
each farmer in a home setting during the week of March 11-21, 1985. 
Private interviews were held to ensure that the farmers would feel free 
to fully express themselves. During the interviews, the same questions 
were presented to each farmer and the choice of answers covering the 
same subject areas were restricted to the interview questionnaire. The 
manner in which questions were asked was the same for all farmers; 
however, the length of the interviews varied somewhat. 
The instrument included sex, type of farming enterprise, and 
membership in agricultural organizations as independent variables. 
However, after the farmers included in the sample were randomly selected, 
it was discovered that all the respondents were males. It was further 
discovered after the interviews were completed that all the respondents 
were engaged in diversified farming and that only two farmers had 
membership in an agricultural organization. Consequently, these three 
variables were not used in this study as independent variables for 
analysis purposes. 
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Statistical Analysis 
A code sheet was developed by the researcher to facilitate response 
recording before the data were transferred from instruments to coding 
forms for vertification, keypunching, and analysis at the Iowa State 
University Computation Center. The Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences - X (SPSS*) was used in analyzing the data. One-way Analysis of 
Variance (ÂNOVÂ) and T-tests were used for rejecting or accepting null 
hypotheses of the study. All statistical testing was performed using a 
.05 level of significance as a critical standard. 
Data were analyzed and summarized using the following statistical 
procedures : 
1. The Cronbach Alpha Procedure was used for post hoc reliability 
testing on assistance, improvements, and benefit items. 
2. Both descriptive and inferential statistics were used to assess 
personal and situational characteristics of the farmers. 
3. Percentages were used to assess the type and frequency of contact 
between the farmers and the Fairm Opportunities Program. 
4. The one-way ANOVA test was used to determine if significant 
differences existed among FOP farmers when grouped by county 
residence, age, educational level, years of participation in 
the Farm Opportunities Program, and gross farm sales. The 
Scheffe test was performed to determine which two or more 
groups differed on the items or benefit categories for which 
significant differences were found. 
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5. Independent T-tests were used to determine if significant 
differences existed among full-time and part-time farmers. 
6. The Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Procedure was used to test 
for relationships between improvements in farming practices and 
situations among 40 FOP farmers and perceived benefits (ten 
categories) received from the Farm Opportunities Program. 
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CHAPTER IV. PRESENTATION OF RESULTS 
The aim of this chapter is to present the results obtained from the 
statistical analysis of the data. The chapter includes five sections: 
(1) Reliability Analysis, (2) Profile of FOP Farmers, (3) Farming 
Improvements, (4) Perceived Benefits, and (5) Relationship between 
Farming Improvements and Perceived Benefits. 
Reliability Analysis 
As noted earlier in the study, 12 items were used to determine the 
agricultural assistance FOP farmers received from sources other than 
the Farm Opportunities Program. It was also stated that 12 additional 
items were used to assess improvements made in farming practices and 
situations while 52 items were used to assess perceived benefits 
farmers received from the Farm Opportunities Program. The 52 benefit 
items were grouped into ten farming categories. 
Post hoc reliability tests, using Cronbach's alpha procedure, were 
used to determine the reliability of the three scales included in the 
instrument for the study. Information in Table 1 reveals the Cronbach 
alpha coefficients for the scales. The reliability for the scales 
indicating assistance in agriculture, farming improvements, and 
perceived benefits were .76, .90, and .95, respectively. These 
reliability values as supported by Slavin (1984), are acceptable for 
group measurements as the ones employed in this study. Van Dalen (1979) 
also asserted that an instrument is reliable when reliability values are 
.70 or higher. 
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The reliability coefficients for the ten sub-scales of perceived 
benefits ranged from .69 to .97 as presented in Table 1. Although the 
income sub-scale of perceived benefits had a coefficient of .69, all 
other sub-scales had alpha levels between ,93 to .97. This observation 
indicated that items within each sub-scale had a high correlation with 
one another, suggesting that FOP farmers tended to respond similarly to 
items within each sub-scale. Finally, the high reliability supported 
using ten subject areas or sub-scales as perceived benefit measures 
rather than 52 benefit items. 
Table 1. Reliability analysis for scales included in the instrument 
Instrument scale 
Number of 
items 
in scale 
Cronbach's 
alpha 
coefficient 
Assistance in agriculture 12 .76 
Farming improvements 12 .90 
Perceived benefits (Total scale) 52 .95 
General farming concerns 6 .94 
Farm management 5 .93 
Farm finance 5 .93 
Farm equipment 5 .93 
Soils 4 .97 
Cash crops 9 .95 
Farm animals 9 .93 
Marketing 5 .93 
Income 2 .69 
Operating capital 2 .97 
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Profile of FOP Farmers 
This section describes the personal and situational characteristics 
of 40 FOP farmers as well as the type and frequency of contact with the 
Farm Opportunities Program. Information pertaining to the profile of 
FOP farmers was primarily provided to the researcher through personal 
interviews. A data base maintained by the North Carolina Extension 
Service was used to collect information regarding the farmers' age, 
educational level, years of participation in the Farm Opportunities 
Program, and gross farm sales. Data in Table 2 show the number and 
percentage of farmers in the population and sample by county. 
Table 2. Farmers included in the population and sample by county 
County Population Sample 
N % a % 
Franklin 55 33 11 28 
Vance 55 33 14 35 
Warren 57 34 15 37 
Total 167 100 40 100 
Responses from 40 FOP farmers provided the data base for this study. 
These farmers resided in Franklin, Vance, and Warren Counties of North 
Carolina. As shown in Figure 1, over three-fourths of the farmers were 
engaged in full-time farming while less than 18 percent were part-time 
farmers. 
FULL-TIME (82.5%, N=33) 
Figure 1, Type of FOP farmers 
m 
O 
PART-TIME 
(17.5%, N=7) 
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Data presented in Figure 2 show that the age of the farmers was 
grouped into four categories: 36-45, 46-55, 56-65, and 66-75. The 
largest number of FOP farmers, 18 or 45 percent, were in the 66-75 age 
category. Nine or 22.5 percent of the farmers were in the 56-65 age 
category. An additional 9 or 22.5 percent of the farmers were between 
ages 46-55 while 4 or 10 percent of the farmers were in the 36-45 age 
category. The mean age of the farmers was 61 years. 
As shown in Figure 3, the majority of the farmers attained less 
than a high school education. Eighteen or 45 percent of the farmers 
only completed grades 3-6 while 12 or 30 percent completed grades 7-9. 
Only 10 or 25 percent of the farmers were high school graduates. 
Information in Figure 4 reveals that the majority of the farmers, 
21 or 52 percent had been farming for more than 41 years while 15 or 
37.5 percent were farming between 15 to 40 years. Only 10 percent of 
the farmers were farming between 5 to 11 years. 
Data in Figure 5 reveal that 20 or 50 percent of the farmers owned 
and farmed less than 76 acres of land while 16 or 40 percent owned and 
farmed between 76 to 150 acres. Only ten percent of the farmers owned 
and farmed over 150 acres of land. 
Findings presented in Figures 2 through 5 support evidence in the 
review of literature which indicated that limited-resource farmers in 
North Carolina tend to be over 60 years of age, are poorly educated, 
have been farming for more than 40 years, and have control over small 
acreage of farmland (Small Farm Report, 1982; McAfee, 1983; Lyons, 1985). 
56-65 YEARS(22.5%, N=9) 
Figure 2. Age of FOP farmers 
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Figure 3. Highest educational l«vel attained by FOP farmers 
OVER -41 YEARS<52.5Z. 11-21) 
L 
ft 
5-11 YEARS (18%, N=4) 
15-40 ' 
(37.5%, N=15) 
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Data presented in Figure 6 show the years of participation in the 
Farm Opportunities Program. Twelve or 30 percent of the sample farmers 
participated in the Farm Opportunities Program for six years while 11 
or 27.5 percent were in the program for five years. Findings presented 
in Figure 6 also reveal that one-fourth of the farmers participated in 
the Farm Opportunities Program for three years while less than 18 percent 
were in the program for four years. 
The type and frequency of contact between the farmers and the Farm 
Opportunities Program is indicated in Figure 7 and Tables 3 through 5. 
As shown in Figure 7, over three-fourths of the farmers had contact with 
the Farm Opportunities Program twice a month while 6 or 15 percent had 
contact with the program on a monthly basis. Information in Tables 3 
through 5 show the frequency of farmer participation in the Farm 
Opportunities Program by the following teaching methods used by extension 
educators to teach FOP farmers : (1) one-on-one farm visits, (2) farm 
demonstrations, (3) group meetings, (4) radio instruction, and 
(5) organized tours (McAfee, 1983). 
As shown in Tables 3 through 5, all FOP farmers received one-on-one 
farm visits from FOP educators. Additionally, educators used farm 
demonstrations to teach farmers every six and nine months. FOP farmers 
in Warren County participated more in group meetings than FOP farmers 
in Franklin and Vance Counties. Only Franklin and Warren County farmers 
reported using the radio to receive FOP programs. None of the sample 
farmers reported being on a tour organized by FOP extension educators. 
6 YEARS (30%, N=12) 
5 YEARS (27.5%, N=U). 
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Figure 6. Years of participation in the Farm Opportunities Program 
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Figure 7. Frequency of farmer contact with the Farm Opportunities Program 
Table 3. Frequency of participation in the Farm Opportunities Program by teaching methods used 
to teach Franklin County FOP farmers 
Teaching method Frequency Number Percentage 
One-on-one farm visits 
Farm demonstrations 
Group meetings 
Radio instruction 
Twice a month 
Monthly 
None 
Every six months 
Every nine months 
None 
Every other month 
None 
Every three months 
10 
1 
1 
2 
8 
10 
1 
1 
10 
90.9% 
9.1% 
9.1% 
18.2% 
72.7% 
90.9% 
9.1% 
9.1% 
90.9% 
Organized tours None 11 100.0% 
11 FOP farmers. 
Table 4. Frequency of participation in the Farm Opportunities Program by teaching methods used 
to teach Vance County FOP farmers 
Teaching method Frequency Number Percentage 
One-on-one farm visits Twice a month 
Monthly 
12 
2 
85.8% 
14.2% 
Farm demonstrations Every nine months 14 100.0% 
Group meetings None 
Every three months 
12 
2 
85.8% 
14.2% 
Radio instruction 
Organized tours 
None 
None 
14 
14 
100.0% 
100.0% 
14 FOP farmers. 
Table 5. Frequency of participation in the Farm Opportunities Program by teaching methods used 
to teach Warren County FOP farmers 
Teaching method Frequency Number* Percentage 
One-on-one farm visits Twice a month 12 79.9% 
Monthly 3 20.1% 
Farm demonstrations None 1 6.7% 
Every six months 12 79.9% 
Every nine months 2 13.4% 
Group meetings Every other month 6 40.0% 
Every three months 8 53.3% 
Every six months 1 6.7% 
Radio instruction Every three months 14 93,3% 
Every six months 1 6.7% 
Organized tours None 15 100.0% 
15 FOP farmers. 
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Tobacco is the major cash crop grown in North Carolina. It was 
not surprising, therefore, that all farmers included in the sample grew 
this crop. As presented in Table 6, other cash crops, in descending 
order of crops grown, were com, vegetables, soybeans, peanuts, and 
wheat. Data presented in Table 7 reveal that swine and beef cattle 
were the major farm animals raised. Over three-fourths of the farmers 
raised swine while 52.5 percent were beef cattle producers. Additionally, 
three Warren County FOP farmers reported that they raised a large number 
of broilers primarily for home consumption but sold approximately 25 
percent of their birds commercially. 
Information presented in Table 8 reveals the income FOP farmers 
received from gross farm sales. Half of the farmers earned between 
$5,000 to $9,999 annually from gross farm sales while 37.5 percent of 
the farmers received between $10,000 to $14,999. Only 5 farmers earned 
between $15,000 to $19,999 from gross farm sales. The mean, median, and 
mode for income received from gross farm sales were $10,572, $10,076, 
and $9,600, respectively. 
Findings presented in Tables 6 through 8 parallel the literature 
which indicated that: (1) farmers living in Franklin, Vance, and 
Warren Counties are primarily tobacco, corn, and swine producers; 
(2) North Carolina limited-resource farmers have low farm productivity; 
and (3) the majority of small and limited-resource farmers in North 
Carolina receive low income from gross farm sales (Khan, 1982; North 
Carolina Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, 1983). 
53 
Table 6. Major cash crops grown by FOP farmers 
Number of farmers Percentage of farmers 
Cash crop who grew the crop who grew the crop 
Tobacco 40 100.0% 
Corn 33 82.5% 
Vegetables 21 47.5% 
Soybeans 16 40.0% 
Peanuts 10 25.0% 
Wheat 9 22.5% 
Table 7. Major farm animals raised by FOP farmers 
Number of farmers Percentage of farmers 
Farm animal who raised the animal who raised the animal 
Swine 31 77.5% 
Beef cattle 21 52.5% 
Broilers 3 7.5% 
Gross farm sales Frequency Percent 
$5,000 to $9,000 20 50.0% 
$10,000 to $14,999 15 37.5% 
$15,000 to $19,999 5 12.5% 
54 
Data In Table 9 present group responses to items Indicating the 
agricultural assistance farmers received from sources other than the 
Farm Opportunities Program. A five point Llkert-type scale was used 
to determine the source of agricultural assistance. The number 5 on the 
scale indicated "great assistance" while 1 indicated "no assistance." 
The mean, median, and mode were the statistics used to summarize 40 FOP 
farmers' responses to the 12 items listed in Table 9. FOP farmers 
indicated that they received the greatest assistance from family and 
friends. The least source of agricultural assistance was received from 
vocational agricultural teachers and agricultural organizations. 
Table 9. Summary of agricultural assistance farmers received from 
sources other than the Farm Opportunities Program 
Source of agricultural assistance Mean Median Mode 
Family 4.78 5.00 5.00 
Friends 4.05 4.00 4.00 
Agricultural supply store 2.22 2.00 2.00 
Radio programs 2.10 2.00 2.00 
Television programs 1.70 2.00 2.00 
Other extension educators 1.58 1.00 1,00 
Public agricultural agencies 1.50 1.00 1.00 
Agricultural extension bulletins 1.43 1.00 1.00 
Farm publications 1.28 1.00 1.00 
Farmer's Home Administration 1.16 1.00 1.00 
Agricultural organizations 1.07 1.00 1.00 
Vocational agricultural teachers 1.00 1.00 1.00 
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Age and years of participation in the Farm Opportunities Program 
were the two independent variables used in analyzing the data regarding 
the agricultural assistance farmers received from sources other than the 
Farm Opportunities Program. The one-way analysis of variance test was 
used to determine if significant differences existed among farmers when 
grouped by these two variables. The Scheffe test was performed to 
determine which two or more groups differed on items for which significant 
differences were found. 
Significant differences existed among farmers when age was used an 
independent variable in analyzing the data regarding agricultural 
assistance farmers received from sources other than the Farm Opportunities 
Program. The greatest differences were found for Items "agricultural 
extension bulletins" and "farm publications." As shown in Table 10, 
significant differences were in favor of farmers between ages 36-45. 
Mean composite scores indicated that the younger farmers (ages 36-45 or 
group 1) received less than average agricultural assistance from sources 
other than the Farm Opportunities Program while the other age groups of 
farmers received very little to no assistance. 
Data in Table 11 reveal that significant differences were found 
when years of participation in FOP was used as an independent variable. 
Major findings indicated that the longer the participation in FOP, the 
greater the assistance was received from family and friends. Very little 
to no agricultural assistance was received from the other ten items when 
farmers were grouped by years of participation in the Farm Opportunities 
Program. 
Table 10. Analysis of agricultural assistance farmers received from sources other than the Farm 
Opportunities Program when grouped by age 
Age of Farmers 
Source of agricultural assistance 
1 
36-45 
Mean 
S.D. 
2 
46-55 
Mean 
S.D. 
3 
56-65 
Mean 
S.D. 
4 
66-75 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
N=4 . N=9 N=9 N=18 
Other extension educators 3.00 3.22 1.33 1.10 19.7429* .0001 
.00 .97 .50 .23 (1.2>3,4) 
Agricultural extension bulletins 2.75 2.10 1.11 1.00 22.2065* .0001 
.50 .87 .33 .00 (1,2>3,4) 
Radio programs 3.20 3.00 2.12 1.27 14.7461* .0006 
.00 .00 .83 .69 (1,2>3,4) 
Television programs 2.55 2.25 1.78 1.39 14.3276* .0105 
.50 .71 .44 .50 (1,2>3,4) 
Family 5.00 4.44 4.56 4.91 1.0795 .3901 
.00 .88 .73 .83 
Friends 3.30 4.03 4.11 4.56 3.3218* .0561 
.58 .88 .93 .86 (4>1) 
Significant at the .05 level of probability. 
Table 10. Continued 
Age of Farmers 
1 2 3 4 
36-45 "46-55 56-65 66-75 
Source of agricultural assistance 
Mean 
S.D. 
Mean 
S.D. 
Mean 
S.D. 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
N=4 N=9 N=9 N=18 
Vocational agricultural teachers 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
.00 .00 .00 .00 
Public agricultural agencies 2.75 2.01 1.73 1.33 14.8067* .0001 
.50 1.05 .50 .57 (1>2,3,4) 
Farm publications 2.35 1,67 1.00 1.00 32.5273* .0001 
.50 .50 .00 .00 (1>2,3,4) 
Agricultural organizations 1.00 1.33 1.00 1.00 2.3250 .0912 
.00 ,71 .00 .00 
Agricultural supply store 3.29 2.39 2.29 2.09 18.9877* .0001 
.30 1.17 .88 .70 (1>2,3,4) 
Farmer's Home Administration 1.00 1.44 1.11 1.00 .8250 .4388 
.00 1.07 .31 .00 
Composite score 2.54 2.05 1.92 1.74 14.6106* .0002 
1.18 .47 .22 .13 (1>2,3,4) 
Table 11. Analysis of agricultural assistance farmers received from sources other than the Farm 
Opportunities Program when grouped by years of FOP participation 
Years of Participation in FOP 
1 2 3 4 
3 years 4 years 5 years 6 years 
Source of agricultural assistance Mean 
S.D. 
Mean 
S.D. 
Mean 
S.D. 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
N=10 N=7 N=ll N=12 
Other extension educators 2.10 1.13 1.09 1.00 3.4321* .0273 
.00 .95 .90 .00 (1>2,3,4) 
Agricultural extension bulletins 1.70 1.57 1.55 1.00 2.0297 .1184 
.85 .79 .77 .00 
Radio programs 2.00 2.37 2.27 1.99 1.7195 .1890 
1.05 .53 .79 .75 
Television programs 2.30 2.99 1.64 1.58 3.1703* .0395 
.49 .70 .49 .51 (2>1,3,4) 
Family 4.20 4.33 4.50 5.00 3.8157* .0180 
.63 .65 .76 .00 (4>1,2,3) 
Friends 3.10 4.00 4.18 4.76 9.6540* .0002 
.57 .00 .87 .45 (4>1,2,3) 
* 
Significant at the .05 level of probability. 
Table 11. Continued 
Years of Participation In FOP 
Source of agricultural assistance 
1 
3 years 
Mean 
S.D. 
2 
4 years 
Mean 
S.D. 
3 
5 years 
Mean 
S.D. 
4 
6 years 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prot 
N=10 N=7 N=ll N=12 
Vocational agricultural teachers 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
.00 .00 .00 .00 
Public agricultural agencies 1.70 1.86 1.84 1.00 2.5099 .0792 
.95 .90 .92 .00 
Farm publications 1.50 1.29 1.36 1.00 2.1255 .1141 
.71 .29 .50 .00 
Agricultural organizations 1.20 1.09 1.00 1.00 .7077 .5538 
.63 .30 .00 .00 
Agricultural supply store 2.20 2.31 2.00 1.98 2.4592 .0741 
;97 .67 .89 .90 
Farmer's Home Administration 1.50 1.29 1.00 1.00 1.8775 .1543 
1.08 .49 .00 .00 
Composite score 1.49 2.17 2.02 1.81 1.5285 .2237 
. 46 .34 .35 .13 
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Farming Improvements 
This section describes the Improvements FOE farmers made in their 
farming practices and situations during the year prior to this study. 
Farmers were asked to Indicate their responses by using a five point 
scale. The number 5 on the scale Indicated "great improvement" while 1 
indicated "no Improvement". Forty FOP farmers* responses were 
summarized by reporting the mean for each improvement item shown in 
Table 12 below. The mean for the items ranged from 1.90 to 3.58, 
Indicating little to above average Improvements. 
Table 12. Summary of Improvements in farming practices and situations 
among FOP farmers 
Farming Improvements Mean 
1 made improvements in: 
Solving farm problems 3.58 
Maintaining farm budgets 3.19 
Keeping farm records 3,16 
Managing crop production operation(s) 3.13 
Conserving soil 2.98 
Using farm machinery 2.88 
Marketing cash crops 2.85 
Managing animal production enterprise(s) 2.63 
Marketing farm animals 2.48 
Increasing gross farm sales 2.46 
Increasing farming operation(s) 1.95 
Obtaining operating capital from gross farm sales 1.90 
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The six independent variables used in this study were county 
residence, type of farmer, age, educational level, years of participation 
in the Farm Opportunities Program, and gross farm sales. One-way analysis 
of variance tests were used to determine if differences existed among 
farmers when grouped by county residence, age, educational level, years 
of participation in FOP, and gross farm sales. The Scheffe test was 
performed to determine which two or more groups differed on items for 
which significant differences were found. An independent T-test was used 
to determine if differences existed among full-time and part-time farmers. 
All statistical testing was performed using a .05 level of significance 
as a critical standard. 
Data in Table 13 reveal that there was no significant difference in 
improvements made by FOP farmers when grouped by county residence. This 
finding suggested homogeneity among POP farmers in the three counties. 
Data in Table 14 also indicated that there was no significant difference 
in improvements made between full-time and part-time farmers. 
Significant differences were found in improvement s when age was used 
as the independent variable in the one-way analysis of variance test. As 
shown in Table 15, farmers between ages 46-55 (group 2) made greater 
improvements than farmers between ages 66-75 (group 4) on the composite 
improvement measure and eight of the improvement items. Mean composite 
scores for farmers between ages 36-45 (group 1) and 56-65 (group 3) were 
also much lower than the mean composite score for the second age group 
of farmers (ages 46-55). 
Table 13. Analysis of improvements in farming practices and situations among FOP farmers when 
grouped by county residence 
Residence of Farmers 
1 2 3 
Franklin Vance Warren 
Fanning Improvements County County County 
Mean Mean Mean F F 
S.D. S.D. S.D. Ratio Prob. 
I made improvements in: N=ll N=14 N=15 
Increasing farming operatlon(s) 2.00 1.88 2.00 .1449 .8556 
.89 .77 .76 
Solving farm problems 3.55 3.43 3.73 1.3959 .2503 
.52 .51 .46 
Maintaining farm budgets 3.09 3.14 3.27 .4226 .6585 
.54 .53 .46 
Keeping farm records 3.09 3.14 3.20 .1286 .8707 
.54 .53 .56 
Using farm machinery 2.82 2.86 2.93 .3931 .6778 
.40 .36 .26 
Conserving soil 3.00 2.86 3.07 .4789 .6233 
.77 .53 .46 
Managing crop production operation(s) 3.00 3.00 3.09 .0818 .9216 
.53 .55 .83 
Table 13. Continued 
Residence of Farmers 
1 2 3 
Franklin Vance Warren 
County County County 
Farming Improvements Mean Mean Mean F F 
S.D. S.D. S.D. Ratio Prob, 
N=ll N=14 N=15 
I made Improvements in: 
Managing animal production enterpi:ise(s) 2.63 2.50 2.93 .6676 .5190 
.50 .65 .46 
Marketing cash crops 2.73 2.80 2.93 .3375 .7167 
.65 .53 .70 
Marketing farm animals 2.45 2.43 2.53 .1335 .8754 
.52 .65 .52 
Increasing gross farm sales 2.36 2.29 2.67 1.6909 .1983 
.50 .73 .49 
Obtaining operating capital from gross 2.00 1.64 2.09 2.2533 .1193 
farm sales .65 .63 .30 
Composite score 2.74 2.67 2.84 .6621 .5218 
.44 .40 .39 
Table 14. Analysis of improvements in farming practices and situations among FOP participants when 
grouped by full-time and part-time farmer 
Type of Farmer 
Farming Improvements 
Full-Time 
Farmers 
Part-Time 
Farmers 
Mean 
S.D. 
Mean 
S.D. 
T 
Value 
2-Ta 
Prob 
I made improvements in: N=33 N=7 
Increasing farming operation(s) 1.88 
.78 
2.29 
.76 
-1.26 .216 
Solving farm problems 3.64 
.49 
3.29 
.39 
1.73 .093 
Maintaining farm budgets 3.24 
.50 
2.86 
.38 
1.91 .064 
Keeping farm records 3.21 
.55 
2.86 
.38 
1.63 .111 
Using farm machinery 2.91 
.29 
2.89 
.31 
1.02 .334 
Conserving soil 3:03 
.59 
2.71 
.49 
0.33 .192 
Managing crop production operation(s) 3.07 
. 66 
2.80 
.38 
0.79 .437 
Table 14. Continued 
Farming Improvements 
I made improvements in; 
Managing animal production enterprise(s) 
Marketing cash crops 
Marketing farm animals 
Increasing gross farm sales 
Obtaining operating capital from gross 
farm sales 
Composite score 
Type of Farmer 
Full-Time Part-Time 
Farmers Farmers 
Mean ftean T 2-Tail 
S.D. S.D. Value Prob. 
N=33 N=7 
2.58 2.86 -1.26 .215 
.56 .39 
2.88 2.77 0.63 .533 
.65 .49 
2.42 2.71 -1.27 .213 
.56 .49 
2.39 2.71 -1.30 .366 
.61 .49 
1.94 1.71 0.91 .201 
.61 .49 
2.77 2.70 0.44 .660 
.41 .39 
Table 15. Analysis of Improvements in farming practices and situations among FOP farmers when 
grouped by age 
Age of Farmers 
Farming Improvements 
1 
36-45 
Mean 
S.D. 
2 
46-55 
Mean 
S.D. 
3 
56-65 
Mean 
S.D. 
4 
66-75 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
I made improvements in: N=4 N=9 N=9 N=18 
Increasing farming operation(s) 2.00 2.99 1.97 1.79 15.6064* .0001 00 m
 .23 .50 .62 (2>1,3,4) 
Solving farm problems 3.50 3.70 3.67 3.44 1.0333 .3894 
.58 .44 .50 .41 
Maintaining farm budgets 3.00. 3.33 3.22 3.07 .6579 .6398 
.00 .44 .50 .41 
Keeping farm records 3.00 3.22 3.20 3.09 .6857 .6566 
.00 .50 .67 .54 
Using farm machinery 2.75 3.00 2.09 2.72 .6848 .5673 
.50 .00 .33 .38 
Conserving soil 3.00 3.53 3.00 2.07 13.8339* .0002 
CM 00 
.43 .50 .46 (2>1,3,4) 
Significant at the .05 level of probability. 
Table 15. Continued 
Age of Farmers 
Farming Improvements 
1 
36-45 
Mean 
S.D. 
2 
46-55 
Mean 
S.D. 
3 
56-65 
Mean 
S.D. 
4 
66-75 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob 
I made improvements in: N=4 N=9 N=9 N=18 
Managing crop production operation(s) 3.33 3.47 3.25 2.57 8.5371* .0002 
.50 .50 .50 .49 (2>4) 
Managing animal production enterprise(s) 3.00 3.57 2.90 2.33 4.5563* .0037 
.00 .50 .50 .59 (2>4) 
Marketing cash crops 3.00 3.22 3.11 2.50 4.5590* .0002 
.00 .67 .60 .51 (2>4) 
Marketing farm animals 3.00 3.09 2.56 2.11 8.8697* .0002 
.00 .33 .53 .47 (2>4) 
Increasing gross farm sales 2.70 2.98 2.44 2.01 6.7650* .0001 
.67 
00 
.52 .26 (2>4) 
Obtaining operating capital from gross 2.00 2.33 1.89 1.67 2.9878* .0038 
farm sales .00 .71 .60 .49 (2>4) 
Composite score 2.92 3.16 2.78 2.50 8.6922* .0002 
.22 .32 .39 .29 (2>4) 
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As revealed in Table 16, a significant difference was found in the 
means for the composite measure and all but one of the individual 
improvement items when FOP farmers were grouped by their educational 
level. Farmers in the 10-12 grade group level made significantly greater 
improvements in farming practices and situations than farmers in the 
3-6 and 7-9 grade educational groups as revealed by the composite 
measure. 
Improvements made in farming practices and situations when grouped 
by years of participation in the Farm Opportunities Program are presented 
in Table 17. Farmers participating in the program for 5 years tended to 
report the greatest improvements. Items with a significant F-ratio at 
the .05 level were: (1) solving farm problems, (2) maintaining farm 
budgets, (3) keeping farm records, and (4) using farm machinery. However, 
the composite measure revealed no significant difference in improvements 
when farmers were grouped by years of participation in the Farm 
Opportunities Program. 
Data in Table 18 reveal that farmers with $15,000 to $19,999 gross 
farm sales made significantly greater improvements in farming practices 
and situations than farmers receiving between $5,000 to $9,999 from the 
sale of farm products. Similarly, farmers earning between $10,000 to 
$14,999 from gross farm sales reported making greater improvements in 
their farming practices and situations than farmers receiving less than 
$10,000. This finding suggested that there was an association between 
income received from gross farm sales and farming improvements among FOP 
farmers. 
Table 16. Analysis of improvements In farming practices and situations among FOP farmers when 
grouped by educational level 
Highest Educational Level 
Farming Improvements 
1 
Grades 
3-6 
Mean 
S.D. 
2 
Grades 
7-9 
Mean 
S.D. 
3 
Grades 
10-12 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob 
I made Improvements In: N=18 N=12 N=10 
Increasing farming operatlon(s) 1.39 2.17 2.70 18.2909* .0001 
.61 .58 .48 (3,2>1) 
Solving farm problems 2.78 3.80 3.83 17.930* .0005 
.46 .42 .39 (3,2>1) 
Maintaining farm budgets • 2.44 3.33 3.40 14.0773* .0025 
.42 .41 .52 (3,2>1) 
Keeping farm records 2.09 3.00 3.40 14.7180* .0050 
.47 .00 .33 (3,2>1) 
Using farm machinery 2.78 3.00 2.90 1.7683 .2006 
.43 .00 .32 
Conserving soil 2.27 3.17 3.30 16.0772* .0002 
.49 .39 .67 (3,2>1) 
Significant at the .05 level of probability. 
Table 16. Continued 
Highest Educational Level 
I 2 3 
Grades Grades Grades 
3-6 7-9 10-12 
Farming Improvements 
Mean Mean Mean F F 
S.D. S.D. S.D. Ratio Prob. 
I made Improvements In: N=18 N=12 N=10 
Managing crop production operatlon(s) 2.67 3.09 3.60 11.2357* .0001 
.49 .51 .62 (3>1) 
Managing animal production enterprlse(s) 2.39 2.67 3.00 5.0272* .0117 
.61 .49 .00 (3>1) 
Marketing cash crops 2.56 2.83 3.40 8.0766* .0002 
.51 .58 .52 (3>1) 
Marketing farm animals 2.22 2.42 3.00 9.9964* .0006 
.55 .51 .00 (3>1) 
Increasing gross farm sales 2.06 2.58 3.00 14.2117* .0001 
.54 .51 ,00 (3>1) 
Obtaining operating capital from gross 1.61 2.03 2.50 11.2947* .0001 
farm sales .51 .39 .53 (3>1) 
Composite score 2.45 2.85 3.19 22.8667* .0001 
.31 .22 .28 (3>1) 
Table 17. Analysis of improvements in farming practices and situations among FOP farmers when 
grouped by years of participation in the Farm Opportunities Program 
Years of Participation in FOP 
Farming Improvements 
1 
3 years 
Mean 
S.D. 
2 
4 years 
Mean 
S.D. 
3 
5 years 
Mean 
S.D. 
4 
6 years 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
I made improvements in: N=10 N=7 N=ll N=12 
Increasing farming operatlon(s) 1.90 2.00 2.18 1.75 .5865 .6278 
.88 .82 .87 .63 
Solving farm problems 3.30 3.51 3.91 3.52 3.9472* .0006 
.48 .49 .30 .41 (3>1) 
Maintaining farm budgets 2.80 3.43 3.55 3.08 4.8577* .0061 
.42 .53 .52 .29 (3>1) 
Keeping farm records 2.70 3.43 3.66 3.30 5.8957* .0023 
.48 .67 .52 .29 (3>1) 
Using farm machinery 2.60 3.00 3.39 2.92 3.8291* .0177 
.52 .00 .39 .29 (3>1) 
Conserving soil 2.70 3.00 3.27 2.90 1.9037 .1465 
.82 .58 .65 .29 
Significant at the .05 level of probability. 
Table 17. Continued 
Years of Participation in FOP 
1 2 3 4 
Farming Improvements 
3 years 
Mean 
S.D. 
4 years 
Mean 
S.D. 
5 years 
Mean 
S.D. 
6 years 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob, 
I made improvements in: N=10 N=7 N=ll N=12 
Managing crop production operation(s) 2.70 
.57 
3.16 
.69 
3.36 
.50 
3.31 
.29 
2,4695 .0776 
Managing animal production 
enterprlse(a) 
2.50 
.71 
2.57 
.53 
2.73 
.65 
2.67 
.29 
.3387 .7975 
Marketing cash crops 2.50 
.53 
. 3.16 
.69 
3.39 
.70 
3.02 
.45 
2.4772 .0769 
Marketing farm animals 2.50 
.53 
2.57 
.53 
2.54 
.69 
2.42 
.50 
.1189 .9498 
Increasing gross farm sales 2.50 
.71 
2.57 
.53 
2.50 
.69 
2.49 
.45 
.6444 .5915 
Obtaining operating capital from 
gross farm sales 
1.80 
.63 
2.14 
.69 
2.00 
.63 
1.85 
.45 
.8432 .4793 
Composite score 2.54 
.48 
2.89 
.38 
2.95 
.42 
2.66 
.21 
2.6585 .0629 
Table 18. Analysis of improvements in farming practices and situations among FOP farmers when 
grouped by gross farm stales 
Gross Farm Sales of FOP Farmers 
1 2 3 
$5,000-9,999 $10,000-14,999 $15,000-19,999 
Farming Improvements 
Mean 
S.D. 
Mean 
S.D. 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Ratio 
• F 
Prob. 
I made improvements in; N=20 N=15 N=5 
Increasing farming operatlon(s) 1.55 
.69 
2.27 
.70 
2.60 
.55 
7.3820* 
(3,2>1) 
.0200 
Solving farm problems 3.30 
.47 
3.90 
.41 
4.09 
.03 
8.8996* 
(3,2>1) 
.0002 
Maintaining farm budgets 2.35 
.39 
3.36 
.44 
3.69 
.55 
5.6654* 
(3,2>1) 
.0009 
Keeping farm records 2.70 
.45 
3.50 
.49 
3.61 
.59 
6.1420* 
(3,2>1) 
.0050 
Using farm machinery 2.75 
.44 
3.00 
.00 
3.00 
.00 
3.0833 .0777 
Conserving soil 2.25 
.45 
3.27 
.56 
3.49 
.50 
9.1435* 
(3,2>1) 
.0006 
Significant at the .05 level of probability. 
Table 18. Continued 
Gross Farm Sales of FOP Farmers 
1 2 3 
Farming Improvements 
$5,000-9,999 
Mean 
S.D. 
$10,000-14,999 
Mean 
S.D. 
$15,000-19,999 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
I made improvements in: N=20 N=15 N=5 
Managing crop production 
operation(s) 
2.70 
.47 
3.27 
.46 
3.60 
.55 
8.3101* 
(3,2>1) 
.0010 
Managing animal production 
enterprise(s) 
2.40 
.66 
2.94 
.41 
3.20 
.19 
4.3735* 
(3,2>1) 
.0001 
Marketing cash crops 2.60 
.50 
3.13 
.59 
3.65 
.55 
7.0503* 
(3,2>1) 
.0002 
Marketing farm animals 2.25 
.50 
2.67 
.49 
2.70 
.45 
2.8881 .0992 
Increasing gross farm sales 2.25 
.55 
2.93 
.52 
3.20 
.55 
3.8933* 
(3,2>1) 
.0292 
Obtaining operating capital 
from gross farm sales 
1.65 
.49 
2.39 
.46 
2.80 
.45 
11.8442* 
(3,2>1) 
.0001 
Composite spore 2.30 
.53 
2.94 
.26 
3.36 
.40 
17.2159* 
(3,2>1) 
.0001 
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Perceived Benefits 
The aim of this section Is to describe the perceived benefits 
farmers received from the Farm Opportunities Program. Farmers were 
asked to Indicate their responses by using a five point Llkert-type 
scale. The number 5 on the scale Indicated "great benefits" while 1 
Indicated "no benefits." The mean for Items Indicating perceived 
benefits ranged from 1.68 to 4.29 as presented in Table 19. 
It was observed that the greatest benefit farmers received from 
the Farm Opportunities Program was help in remaining in farming. Much 
benefits were also received with regard to the production of cash crops. 
The least received benefits related to assistance with farm animals. 
As noted earlier in this chapter, 52 items indicating perceived 
benefits received from the Farm Opportunities Program were grouped into 
ten farming categories. It was also stated that the high reliability 
reported in Table 1 supported using ten subject areas (sub-scales) rather 
than individual Items to assess perceived benefits. A presentation of 
where each benefit item falls within the ten farming categories or 
subject areas is presented in the interview questionnaire used for this 
study (see Appendix B). 
The ten farming categories used to assess perceived benefits FOP 
fairmers received from the Farm Opportunities Program were: 
1. General farming concerns 
2. Farm management 
3. Farm finance 
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Table 19. Summary of perceived benefits farmers received from the Farm 
Opportunities Program 
Perceived benefits Mean 
The Farm Opportunities Program: 
Helped me remain In farming 4.29 
Encouraged Improved crop production practices 4.03 
Provided Information on raising cash crops 4.00 
Helped me solve problems on my farm 3.98 
Encouraged the use of proper curing procedures for my tobacco 3.98 
Provided Information about farming 3.95 
Provided Information about land loss prevention assistance 3.94 
Assisted me In selecting crops to grow on my farm 3.94 
Assisted me In determining the cost of producing crops 3.90 
Encouraged the use of proper harvesting practices 3.90 
Encouraged the use of proper storage practices for ny cash 
crops 3.90 
Helped he reduce energy costs for heating my tobacco bulk 
Sams 3.90 
Provided Information about energy conservation 3.88 
Assisted me with farm expansion activities 3.88 
Provided Inforastlcn that vsst isy individual needs 3.85 
Encouraged me to diversify my farming operation(s) 3.83 
Helped me set goals for my farming operation(s) 3.80 
Helped me developed my farm managerial skills 3.80 
Assisted me In understanding how to use farm machinery 3.75 
Provided Information about crop diseases 3.75 
Helped me maintain a farm budget 3.75 
Assisted me with problems relating to marketing my tobacco 3.75 
Encouraged me to keep proper farm records 3.60 
Increased my understanding of proper record 
keeping procedures 3.60 
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Table 19. Continued 
Perceived benefits Mean 
The Farm Opportunities Program: 
Provided information about farm finance management 3.58 
Assisted me to understand current market trends 3.55 
Provided information about credit and loans 3.50 
Encouraged approved practices for marketing agricultural 
products 3.50 
Assisted me with problems relating to the marketing of my 
other cash crops 3.48 
Assisted me to secure equipment for my farm 3.43 
Helped me maintain farm machinery 3.38 
Provided information about soil conservation 3.38 
Developed my understanding of tractor safety 3.35 
Provided information about determining costs for operating 
farm machinery 3.25 
Developed my awareness of soil erosion problems 3.25 
Increased my understanding about the use of proper 
irrigation practices 3.25 
Helped me increased gross farm sales from marketing my 
cash crops 3=23 
Provided encouragement to evaluate my farming performance 3.19 
Assisted me with irrigation for my cash crops 2.78 
Helped me increase gross farm sales from marketing farm 
animals 2.75 
Assisted me with problems relating to marketing my farm 
animals 2.71 
Encouraged proper management practices for my farm animals 2.70 
Provided information on raising farm animals 2.56 
Encouraged proper feeding practices for my farm animals 2.50 
Assisted me in selecting animals to raise on my farm 2.48 
Assisted me in determining the cost of raising farm animals 2.47 
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Table 19. Continued 
Perceived benefits Mean 
The Farm Opportunities Program: 
Helped me reduce energy costs for heating my animal housing 
facilities 2.40 
Assisted me in developing an animal health program 2.25 
Provided information about the importance of obtaining 
operating capital 2.23 
Encouraged me to invest profits from gross farm sales for 
future farming activities 2.20 
Provided information about animal diseases 2.00 
Encouraged proper breeding practices for my farm animals 1.68 
4. Farm equipment 
5. Soils 
6. Cash crops 
7. Farm animals 
8. Marketing 
9. Income 
10. Operating capital 
Tables 20 through 25 contain data related to perceived benefits 
farmers received from the Farm Opportunities Program when analyzed by 
six independent variables. One-way analysis of variance tests were 
used in analyzing the data when farmers were grouped by county residence, 
age, educational level, years of participation in the Farm Opportunities 
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Program, and gross farm sales. The Scheffe test was used to determine 
which two or more groups differed on perceived benefit categories when 
significant differences were found using the F-test. An independent 
T-test was used to determine if significant differences existed between 
full-time and part-time farmers. All statistical testing was performed 
using a .05 level of probability as a critical standard. 
Data in Table 20 reveal that no significant difference existed in 
perceived benefits when farmers were grouped by county residence. In 
general, FOP farmers tended to receive greater benefits pertaining to 
"general farming concerns" than specific things such as farm income and 
operating capital when grouped by this variable. 
As shown in Table 21, significant differences were found in mean 
scores between full-time and part-time farmers. The farming categories 
with significant differences were: (1) general farming concerns, 
(2) farm management, (3) soils, and (4) the composite measure. 
Data presented in Table 22 reveal that six significant differences 
existed in perceived benefits when farmers were grouped by age. Farmers 
between ages 66-75 (group 4) received significantly greater benefits from 
the Farm Opportunities Program than farmers in the 36-45, 46-55, and 56-65 
age groups as revealed by the composite measure. The mean composite 
score for farmers between ages 66-75, 56-65, 46—55, and 36-45 were 4.01, 
3,51, 3.08, and 3.26, respectively. This finding suggests that FOP 
farmers between ages 66-75 (group 4) perceived greater benefits from the 
Farm Opportunities Program than the younger farmers. 
Table 20. Analysis of perceived benefits farmers received from the Farm Opportunities Program 
when grouped by county residence 
Residence of Farmers 
1 2 3 
Franklin Vance Warren 
County County County 
Benefit Category Mean Mean Mean F F 
S.D. S.D. S.D. Ratio Prob. 
N=ll N=14 N=15 
General farming concerns 3.76 3.96 4.11 1.5822 .2191 
.62 .45 .40 
Farm management 3.51 3.50 3.59 .3000 .7426 
.45 .47 .36 
Farm finance 3.51 3.71 3.91 .5518 .5920 
.76 .47 .53 
Farm equipment 3.07 3.37 3.39 2.0677 .1408 
.71 .51 .63 
Soils 3.07 3.22 3.31 3.1906 .1527 
.12 .65 .43 
Cash crops 3.82 3.90 3.99 .9563 .3936 
.41 .29 .16 
Farm animals 2.46 2.33 2.41 1.0670 .3541 
.42 .36 .47 
Table 20. Contlned 
Residence of Farmers 
1 2 3 
Franklin Vance Warren 
County County County 
Benefit Category Mean Mean Mean F F 
S.D. S.D. S.D. Ratio Prob. 
N=ll N=14 N=15 
Marketing 3.31 3.26 3.56 1.4268 .2530 
.57 .49 .48 
Income 2.95 3.00 2.97 1.4360 .1982 
.51 .59 .25 
Operating capital 2.09 2.13 2.23 2.5025 .1640 
.30 .51 .47 
Composite score 3.39 3.31 3.52 .9052 .3132 
.31 .27 .37 
Table 21. Analysis of perceived benefits farmers received from the Farm Opportunities Program 
when grouped by full-time and part-time farmer 
Benefit Category 
Type of Farmer 
Full-Time 
Farmers 
Mean 
S.D. 
Part-Time 
Farmers 
Mean 
S.D. 
T 
Value 
2-Tail 
Prob. 
N=33 N=7 
General farming concerns 
Farm management 
Farm finance 
Farm equipment 
Soils 
Cash crops 
4.05 
.45 
3.76 
.37 
3.62 
.59 
3.39 
.65 
3.37 
.46 
3.96 
.20 
3.60 2.22* 0.033 
.56 
3.23 
.48 
3.43 
.54 
3.26 
.51 
2.76 
.38 
3.73 
.48 
2.65* 
0.70 
0.50 
1.76* 
1.78 
0.012 
0.436 
0.623 
0.009 
.122 
Significant at the .05 level of probability. 
Table 21. Continued 
Type of Farmer 
Benefit Category 
Full-Tlme 
Farmers 
Mean 
S.D. 
Part-Time 
Farmers 
Mean 
S.D. 
T 
Value 
2-Tail 
Prob. 
N=33 N=7 
Farm animals 
Marketing 
Income 
Operating capital 
Composite score 
2.40 
.42 
3.42 
.51 
2.91 
.42 
2.26 
.50 
3.56 
.29 
2.19 
.44 
3.33 
.52 
2.86 
.25 
2.00 
.00 
3.09 
.32 
1.18 
0.83 
0.31 
1.34 
2.30* 
.244 
.413 
.757 
.187 
.027 
Table 22. Analysis of perceived benefits farmers received from the Farm Opportunities Program 
when grouped by age 
Age of Farmers 
Benefit Category 
1 
36-45 
Mean 
S.D. 
2 
46-55 
Mean 
S.D. 
3 
56-65 
Mean 
S.D. 
4 
66-75 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
N=4 N=9 N=9 N=18 
General farming concerns 3.79 3.61 3.91 4.32 4.4614* .0002 
.42 .55 .29 .23 (4>2) 
Farm management 3.50 3.18 3.58 3.94 6.5576* .0012 00 
.47 .45 .12 (4>2) 
Farm finance 3.75 3.09 3.44 3.97 5.2509* .0041 
.50 .61 .55 .41 (4>2) 
Farm equipment 3.50 2.87 3.22 3.66 4.2441* .0015 
.58 .67 .60 .48 (4>2) 
Soils 3.16 3.00 3.09 3,54 4.0248* .0014 
.33 o
 
o
 
.51 .48 (4>2) 
Cash crops 3.67 3.88 3.90 4.17 2.6751 .0690 
.45 .33 .36 .11 
* 
Significant at the .05 level of probability. 
Table 22. Continued 
Age of Farmers 
Benefit Category 
1 
36-45 
Mean 
S.D. 
2 
46-55 
Mean 
S.D. 
3 
56-65 
Mean 
S.D. 
4 
66-75 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
N=4 N=9 N=9 N=18 
Farm animals 2.42 2.15 2.23 2.52 2.0396 .1256 
.48 .38 .39 .41 
Marketing 3.30 3.24 3.26 3.52 .9054 .4480 
.38 .59 .53 .53 
Income 2.88 2.78 2.83 3.00 .7459 .5319 
.25 .57 .56 .16 
Operating capital 2.00 2.11 2.17 2.30 . 6440 .4788 
.00 .33 .35 .59 
Composite score 3.26 3.08 3.51 4.01 7.0533* .0007 
.23 .31 .33 .13 (4>2,1) 
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Information contain in Table 23 shows the perceived benefits farmers 
received from the Farm Opportunities Program when grouped by their 
educational level. The one-way analysis of variance test indicated a 
significant difference in perceived benefits from the Farm Opportunities 
Program when farmers were grouped by educational level. As revealed by 
the composite score, FOP farmers who attained a third to sixth grade 
education had a significantly higher mean score (3.46) than farmers who 
had completed grades 10-12 (mean 3.12). This finding suggests that FOP 
was of more benefit to farmers with less education than farmers who 
had completed some secondary school education. 
Data in Table 24 reveal the perceived benefits farmers received from 
the Farm Opportunities Program when grouped by years of participation in 
the program. It was observed that FOP farmers with six years of 
participation had significantly higher mean scores than farmers with 
three years of participation for four benefit measures: (1) general 
farming concerns, (2) soils, (3) cash crops, and (4) the composite score. 
This finding suggests that it may take several years of participation 
In the Farm Opportunities Program for farmers to realize benefits. 
As indicated in Table 25, four significant differences were found 
in perceived benefits when FOP farmers were grouped by gross farm sales: 
(1) farm finance, (2) fairm equipment, (3) Income, and (4) the composite 
score. FOP farmers with the lowest gross farm Income received the 
greatest benefits from the Farm Opportunities Program. 
Table 23. Analysis of perceived benefits farmers received from the Farm Opportunities Program 
when grouped by educational level 
HlRhest Educational Level 
Benefit Category 
1 2 3 
Grades Grades Grades 
3-6 7-9 10-12 
Mean Mean Mean F F 
S.D. S.D. S.D. Ratio Prob. 
N=18 N=12 N=10 
General farming concerns 4.12 3.85 3.77 2.2668 .1178 
.39 .53 .55 
Farm management 3.74 3.50 3.41 2.7225 .0789 
.33 .44 .48 
Farm finance 3.78 3.55 3.28 2.6429 .0849 
.42 .61 .69 
Farm equipment 3.66 3.23 3.00 4.6056* .0164 
.48 .63 .67 (1>3) 
Soils 3.49 3.23 3.13 3.2777 .1489 
.54 .29 .32 
Cash crops 3.97 3.87 3.83 .5904 .5592 
.29 .30 .32 
* 
Significant at the .05 level of probability. 
Table 23. Continued 
Hlfthest Educational Level 
1 2 3 
Grades Grades Grades 
Benefit Category 3-6 7-9 10-12 
Mean Mean Mean F F 
S.D. S.D. S.D. Ratio Prob. 
N=18 N=12 N=10 
Farm animals 2.40 2.50 2.14 2.3060 .1136 
.43 .38 .41 
Marketing 3.43 3.45 3.18 2.9498 .0648 
.50 .59 .43 
Income 2.97 3.00 2.65 2.9001 .3899 
.32 .48 .34 
Operating capital 2.39 2.13 2.00 2.7811 .0750 
C
M
 in 
.53 .00 
Composite score 3.46 3.31 3.12 4.3543* .0200 
.29 .31 .25 (1>3) 
Table 24. Analysis of perceived benefits farmers received from the Farm Opportunities Program 
when grouped by years of participation In the program 
Years of Participation in FOP 
1 2 3 4 
3 years 4 years 5 years 6 years 
Benefit Category Mean 
S.D. 
Mean 
S.D. 
Mean 
S.D. 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
N=10 N=7 N=ll N=12 
General fanning concerns 3.58 
.51 
3.86 
.38 
4.00 
.55 
4.39 
.23 
4.7761* 
(4>1) 
.0005 
Farm management 
.48 
3.49 
.47 
3.65 
.38 
3.78 
.28 
2.5075 .0744 
Farm finance 3.40 
.70 
3.29 
.53 
3.36 
.55 
3.58 
.45 
1.7196 .1803 
Farm equipment 3.16 
.62 
3.29 
.76 
3.36 
.67 
3.58 
.51 
.8687 .4662 
Soils 3.00 
.47 
3.00 
.00 
3.20 
.49 
3.59 
.47 
4.1270* 
(4>1) 
.0013 
Cash crops 3.67 
.49 
3.89 
.13 
3.99 
.03 
4.05 
.14 
4.1803* 
(4>1) 
.0123 
* 
Significant at the .05 level of probability. 
Table 24. Continued 
Years of Participation in FOP 
Benefit Category 
1 
3 years 
Mean 
S.D. 
2 
4 years 
Mean 
S.D. 
3 
5 years 
Mean 
S.D. 
4 
6 years 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
N=10 N=7 N»ll N=12 
Farm animals 2.38 2.05 2.36 2.53 2.0715 .1212 
.49 .31 .39 .38 
Marketing 3.10 3.26 3.44 3.62 2.2114 .1036 
.39 .49 .51 .54 
Income 2.95 2.64 2.86 3.09 1.6650 .1918 
.16 .38 .50 .40 
Operating capital 1.90 2.00 2.50 2.33 4.7019* .0002 
.32 .00 .50 .49 (3,4>1) 
Composite score 3.13 3.28 3.38 3.58 4.0229* .0057 
.36 .21 .27 .22 (4>1) 
Table 25. Analysis of perceived benefits farmers received from the Farm Opportunities Program 
when grouped by gross farm sales 
Gross Farm Sales of FOP Farmers 
1 2 3 
$5,000-9,999 $10,000-14,999 $15,000-19,999 
Benefit Category 
Mean 
S.D. 
Mean 
S.D. 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
N=20 N=15 N=5 
General farming concerns 4.09 
.46 
3.90 
.49 
3.60 
.55 
2.1743 .1280 
Farm management 3.68 
.37 
3.51 
.46 
3.44 
.50 
1.0694 .3536 
Farm finance 3.78 
.48 
3.60 
.51 
2.76 
.43 
8.8163* 
(1.2>3) 
.0017 
Farm equipment 3.54 
.50 
3.39 
. 64 
2.60 
.55 
5.5564* 
(1.2>3) 
.0078 
Soils 3.24 
.42 
3.12 
.45 
3.00 
.00 
.9626 .3911 
Cash crops 3.94 
.28 
3.98 
.35 
3.93 
.15 
.5159 .6012 
* 
Significant at the .05 level of probability. 
Table 25. Continued 
Gross Farm Sales of FOP Farmers 
1 2 3 
$5,000-9,999 $10,000-14,999 $15,000-19,999 
Benefit Category 
Mean 
S.D. 
Mean 
S.D. 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob 
N=20 N=15 N=5 
Farm animals 2.38 
.44 
2.45 
.41 
2.02 
.27 
2.0806 .1392 
Marketing 3.47 
.48 
3.37 
.45 
3.00 
.00 
1.7445 .1888 
Income 2.95 
.22 
2.97 
.54 
2.50 
.45 
3.2112* 
(1,2>3) 
.0495 
Operating Capital 2.25 
.41 
2,20 
.56 
2.10 
.22 
.2077 .8134 
Composite score 3.41 
.27 
3.33 
.33 
3.00 
.20 
4.3212* 
(1>3) 
.0006 
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Relationship between Fanning Improvements 
and. Perceived Benefits 
This section describes the relationship between Improvements made 
in farming practices and situations among 40 FOP farmers and perceived 
benefits received from the Farm Opportunities Program. The Pearson 
Product-moment procedure was used to test for relationships between 
farming improvements and perceived benefits. 
The scale identified by Van Dalen (1979) and Leedy (1981) was used 
to describe the relationship between farming improvements among 40 FOP 
farmers and perceived benefits received from the Farm Opportunities 
Program. It is shown below. 
± .80 to ± 1.00 highly dependable relationship 
± .60 to ± .79 moderate to marked relationship 
± .40 to ± .59 fair degree of relationship 
± .20 to ± .39 slight or low relationship 
± .00 to ± .19 negligible or chance relationship 
A slight negative relationship (-.200) existed between the composite 
mean for the improvement items and the composite mean for the benefit 
items. This coefficient was not significant at the .05 level. The 
strength of a relationship, according to Slavin (1984), is determined 
by the distance of the coefficient from zero, and not by Its sign (+ or -). 
Therefore, the observed coefficient of -.200 Indicates that when one 
variable was high, the other one was low. 
Data in Table 26 reveal the relationship between 12 improvement items 
and five benefit categories: (1) general farming concerns, (2) farm 
management, (3) farm finance» (4) farm equipment, and (5) soils. 
Table 26. Relationship between farming improvements among 40 FOP farmers and benefit categories: 
general farming conceintis, farm management, farm finance, farm equipment, and soils 
Benefit Categories 
General 
Farming Farm Farm Farm 
Concerns Management Finance Equipment Soils 
Farming Improvements 
Coefficient^ Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient 
Probability Probability Probability Probability Probability 
Increasing farming operation(s) -.303* -.438* -.286 -.275 -.196 
.057 .005 .073 .086 .226 
Solving farm problems -.167 -.055 -.183 -.190 .069 
.303 .734 .259 .227 .671 
Maintaining farm budgets .033 .183 -.115 -.127 .162 
.840 .258 .479 .435 .318 
Keeping farm records .142 .147 .149 -.152 .180 
.793 .364 .379 .348 .267 
Using farm machinery .067 .140 -.010 .125 .209 
.678 .933 .951 .442 .195 
Conserving soil .284 .129 .125 -.173 .380* 
.250 .430 .443 .287 .015 
Pearson product-moment coefficient. 
^Significant at the .05 level of probability. 
Table 26. Continued 
Benefit Categories 
General 
Farming Farm Farm Farm 
Concerns Management Finance Equipment Soils 
Farming Improvements 
Coefficient^ Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient 
Probability Probability Probability Probability Probability 
Managing crop production .205 .234 .272* -.342 .082* 
operation(s) .203 .145 .008 .538 .012 
Managing animal production -.162 .138 .068 -.103 -.107 
enterprise(s) .318 .395 .676 .538 .612 
Marketing cash crops .106 .109 .121 -.302* -.009 
.514 .957 .457 .058 .958 
Marketing farm animals -.039 -.166 -.106 -.158 -.183 
.932 .304 .516 .332 .535 
Increasing gross farm sales .174 -.217 -.204 -.189 -.182 
.282 .178 .207 .241 .259 
Obtaining operating capital from -.279 -.068 -.216 -.314 -.191 
gross farm sales .081 .676 .181 .948 .239 
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To determine what relationship existed between farming Improvements 
and the five benefit categories shown In Table 26, Pearson product-moment 
coefficients were calculated. Results of the test indicated that a 
negligible or chance relationship existed between Improvements and the 
benefits. 
Data In Table 26 revealed the six coefficients that were 
significant at the .05 level; (1) improvement item "increasing farming 
operation(s)" and the benefit category "farm management" (-.438 
coefficient); (2) Improvement item "conserving soil" and the benefit 
category "soils" (.380 coefficient); (3) Improvement item "Increasing 
farming operation(s)" and the benefit category "general farming 
concerns" (-.303 coefficient); (4) improvement item "marketing cash 
crops" and benefit category "farm equipment" (-.302 coefficient); 
(5) improvement item "managing crop production operation(s)" and 
benefit category farm finance" (.272 coefficient); and (6) improvement 
item "managing crop production(s)" and the benefit category "soils" 
(.082 coefficient). 
Relationships between farming improvements and five additional 
benefit categories are presented in Table 27. These categories are : 
(1) cash crop, (2) farm animals, (3) marketing, (4) income, and 
(5) operating capital. Again, the Pearson product-moment coefficients 
were utilized to test for relationships. Examination of the data in 
Table 27 shows that negligible to low relationships existed between most 
of the improvement items and benefit categories. 
Table 27. Relationship between liarraing improvements among 40 FOP farmers and benefit categories: 
cash crops, farm animals, marketing, income, and operating capital 
Benefit Categories 
Cash Farm Operating 
Crops Animals Marketing Income Capital 
Farming Improvements 
Coefficient^ Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient 
Probability Probability Probability Probability Probability 
Increasing farming operation(s) .196 -.065 .035 -.107 .041 
.226 .692 .830 .919 .804 
Solving farm problems .069 -.064 -.102 -.220 .067 
.671 .695 .530 .172 .675 
Maintaining farm budgets .252 -.185 .038 -.367* .056 
.117 .252 .819 .026 .770 
Keeping farm records .221 -.120 .070 -.352* .075 
.171 .400 .666 .021 .646 
Using farm machinery .226 .065 .161 -.097 .175 
.162 .688 ,323 .552 .281 
Conserving soil .036 -.084 .085 .180 .020 
.824 .603 .604 .267 .090 
Managing crop production .195 -.014 .066 .159 -.199 
operatioTi(s) .063 .931 .246 .237 .219 
^Pearson product-moment coefficient. 
^Significant at the .05 level of probability. 
Table 27. Continued 
Benefit Categories 
Cash Farm Operating 
Crops Animals Marketing Income Capital 
Farming Improvements 
Coefficient^ Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient 
Probability Probability Probability Probability Probability 
Managing animal production — .086 -.066 .008 -.180 .019 
enterprise(s) .598 .688 .989 .266 .907 
Marketing cash crops .095 -.255 .168 .024 -.320* 
.090 .113 .119 .429 .042 
Marketing farm animal -.174 -.167 -.011 -.129 -.004 
.284 .302 .995 .429 .982 
Increasing gross farm sales .126 -.156 -.063 -.130 -.216 
.429 .347 .700 .423 .184 
Obtaining operating capital from .010 -.251 -.144 -.209 -.014 
gross farm sales .956 .115 .376 .116 .932 
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Data in Table 27 revealed the three coefficents that were 
significant at the .05 level: (1) improvement item "maintaining farm 
budgets" and benefit category "income" (-.367 coefficient); 
(2) improvement item "keeping farm records" and benefit category 
"Income" (-.352 coefficient); and (3) Improvement item "marketing cash 
crops" and benefit category "operating capital" (-.320 coefficient). 
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CHAPTER V. DISCUSSION 
In recognition of the many problems encountered by North Carolina 
limited-resource farmers, in 1972, extension educators initiated the 
Farm Opportunities Program. According to McAfee (1983), long-term 
program goals are to assist FOP participants in identifying and solving 
farm problems, raise farm productivity, and increase gross farm sales. 
Currently, approximately 1,275 limited-resource farmers within 25 North 
Carolina counties subscribe to the services provided by the Farm 
Opportunities Program (Lyons, 1985). 
This study was designed to assess how limited-resource farmers in 
a selected area of North Carolina perceived the Farm Opportunities 
Program. Perceptions toward the North Carolina Agricultural Extension 
Service Farm Opportunities Program were gathered from 40 farmers who 
were FOP participants and living in Franklin, Vance, and Warren Counties 
of North Carolina. The perception measure in this study was "benefits" 
limited-resoucce farmers perceived they received from the Farm 
Opportunities Program. 
The discussion in this chapter highlights observations made about the 
major findings of the study. In addition, issues will be discussed as 
they relate to the five objectives and seven hypotheses of the study. 
The first objective of this study was to identify personal and 
situational characteristics of FOP farmers in a selected area of North 
Carolina. Findings pertaining to the profile characteristics of FOP 
farmers included in the sample of this study confirmed, in essence. 
101 
similar findings by several educators who have described Southern 
limited-resource farmers, namely; 
1. The majority of the sample farmers were over 60 years of age. 
2. Seventy-five percent of the farmers attained less than a high 
school education, supporting reports that the vast majority of 
North Carolina limited-resource farmers are poorly educated. 
3. Ninety percent of the farmers owned and farmed less than 150 
acres of farmland. Additionally, 50 percent of the farmers 
-owned and farmed less than 76 acres of land. 
4. Family and friends provided the greatest source of agricultural 
assistance from sources other than the Farm Opportunities 
Program. However, findings also revealed that the younger and 
better educated farmers received more assistance from radio 
programs and information obtained from agricultural supply 
stores. 
5. Several of the older farmers (ages 66-75) reported that they 
never had any type of contact with extension educators employed 
either by the North Carolina 1862 extension program^ or by 
agricultural organizations. 
In addition to the five findings listed above, nearly all of the 
farmers in the sample of this study reported participating in very little 
to no agricultural meetings in their communities that were not conducted 
^For purposes of clarity on the definition and function of the 1862 
and 1890 extension programs in North Carolina, see Appendix D. 
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by Farm Opportunities Program agricultural specialists or county 
paraprofessionals. 
Findings pertaining to objective 1 were consistent with reports 
indicating that the majority of North Carolina limited-resource farmers 
are over 60 years of age, poorly educated, have been farming for more 
than 40 years, own and farm small acreages of farmland, and receive less 
than $20,000 annually from gross farm sales (Small Farm Report, 1982; 
McAfee, 1983). 
According to Orden and Edwards (1978), limited—resource farmers 
living in the Southern Itolted States usually receive little to no 
agricultural assistance from sources other than small farm programs. 
Khan (1982) reported that the majority of limited-resource farmers in 
North Carolina receive assistance in agriculture from three primary 
sources, namely; (1) neighbors, (2) family, and (3) the Extension 
Service. It was considered necessary, therefore, to determine the 
source of agricultural assistance farmers included in the sample of 
this study received from sources other than the Farm OpportunItles 
Program. 
Findings of this study indicated that family and friends provided 
the greatest source of agricultural assistance. Very little to no 
agricultural assistance was received from vocational agricultural 
teachers and agricultural organizations. It was Interesting to note 
that 19 FOP farmers between ages 60-75 indicated that they received much 
assistance from vocational agricultural teachers when their children were 
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New Farmers of America (N7A) members. As a youth organization, the NFA 
was very active and influential in several Southern Black secondary high 
schools before its consolidation with the Future Farmers of America 
organization in 1965 (Rogers, 1977). 
Several educators have examined the relationships between the type 
and frequency of contact with extension programs and farmers (Gross, 
1977; Khan, 1982; Jennings, 1983). In doing so, it has been revealed 
that positive relationships exist be ween frequent contact with 
extension service programs and favorable attitudes or perceptions. 
Objective 2 of this study was to determine the type and frequency of 
contact with the Farm Opportunities Program by limited-resource 
farmers in a selected area of North Carolina. The objective was 
carried out by comparing the farmers' contact with five teaching 
methods commonly used by FOP educators: (1) one-on-one farm visits, 
(2) farm demonstrations, (3) group meetings, (4) radio instruction, 
and (5) organized tours. 
Thirty-four of the 40 FOP farmers reported receiving one-on-one 
farm visits twice a month while six received individual farm instruction 
on a monthly basis. FOP farmers reported that they participated in 
farm demonstrations about every six or nine months. Group meetings 
were used more in Warren County as a means of teaching and assisting 
FOP farmers than in Franklin and Vance Counties. Only Franklin and 
Warren County FOP famners identified the radio as a means of assistance 
from the Farm Opportunities Program. It was also observed that none 
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of the farmers interviewed for this study had been on a tour organized 
by FOP educators. 
The third objective of the study was to determine and analyze 
improvements in farming practices and situations among 40 FOP farmers 
when grouped by six independent'variables. Twelve items were used 
to assess farming improvements made by FOP sample farmers one year prior 
to this study. Solving farm problems, maintaining farm budgets, keeping 
farm records, and managing crop production operation(s) were the greatest 
improvements made by FOP farmers. Least improvements were observed for: 
(1) obtaining operating capital from gross farm sales, (2) increasing 
farming operation(s), (3) increasing gross farm sales, and (4) marketing 
farm animals. 
When FOP farmers were grouped by county residence and type of 
farmer (full-time or part-time), they made slightly less than average 
improvements (below mid-point of five point scale) in their farming 
practices and situations. There was no significant difference in mean 
scores for farming Improvements when farmers were grouped by county 
residence and type of farmer. 
When FOP farmers were grouped by age, it was observed that farmers 
between ages 46-55 made average improvements while the other age groups 
of farmers made less than average improvements. Additionally, farmers 
completing grades 10-12 made average improvements while farmers having 
lower educational levels made less than average improvements. It was 
also observed that farmers participating in the Farm Opportunities 
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Program for five years made more improvements than farmers participating 
in the program for three, four, or six years. 
As the researcher expected, farmers receiving the highest income 
from gross farm sales made more improvements than farmers receiving 
lower incomes as revealed by the composite score in Table 18. Of 
particular interest were the responses by farmers about improvements 
made in managing crop production operations. The mean score for farmers 
receiving between $15,000 to $19,999 was 3.60, indicating above average 
improvements. The mean for farmers receiving between $10,000 to $14,999 
was 3.27 (average improvements). Farmers receiving less than $10,000 
from gross farm sales had a mean score of 2.70, indicating that they 
made slightly less than average improvements in managing their crop 
production operations during the year prior to this study. 
Objective 4 of this study was to determine and analyze perceived 
benefits farmers received from the Farm Opportunities Program when 
grouped by six independent variables. The 52 benefit items used to 
assess perceived benefits were grouped into ten farming (benefit) 
categories. High reliability values, as presented in Table 1 of this 
study, supported using the following benefit categories to assess 
perceived benefits rather than 52 Individual items: 
1. General farming concerns 
2. Farm management 
3. Farm finance 
4. Farm equipment 
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5. Soils 
6. Cash crops 
7. Farm animals 
8. Marketing 
9. Income 
10. Operating capital 
From objective four, six hypotheses were tested using data 
pertaining to perceived benefits FOP farmers received from the North 
Carolina Farm Opportunities Program. The first hypothesis tested was: 
"There is no significant difference in the perceptions of farmers toward 
the benefits received from the Farm Opportunities Program when grouped 
by county residence." When the one-way analysis of Variance test was 
run on ten benefit categories, it was found that no significant 
difference existed; therefore, it can be said that FOP farmers 
from Franklin, Vance, and Warren Counties of North Carolina were 
homogeneous in their responses regarding perceived benefits received 
from the Farm Opportunities Program. Since the one-way analysis of 
variance test produced no significant differences, hypothesis 1 was not 
rejected. 
Hypothesis 2 stated "There is no significant difference in the 
perceptions of farmers toward the benefits received from the Farm 
Opportunities Program when grouped by full-time and part-time farmer." 
To test this second hypothesis, independent T-tests were performed on 
the ten benefit categories. Results indicated that significant 
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differences existed In the composite score and three benefit categories; 
(I) general farming concerns, (2) fann management, and (3) soils. These 
differences (higher mean scores existed for full-time farmers than 
part-time farmers), led to the rejection of the second hypothesis. 
Hypothesis 3 stated "There is no significant difference in the 
perceptions of farmers toward the benefits received from the Farm 
Opportunities Program when grouped by age." Significant differences 
were found at the .05 level of probability for the composite score 
and five benefit categories: (1) general farming concerns, (2) farm 
management, (3) farm finance, (4) farm equipment, and (5) soils. Mean 
composite scores for farmers between ages 66-75, 56-65, 46-55, and 
36-45 were 4.01, 3.51, 3.08, and 3.26, respectively. 
Findings pertaining to the third hypothesis revealed that farmers 
between ages 66-75 received between above average to much benefits 
from the North Carolina Farm Opportunities Program. It was also 
observed that farmers between ages 46-55 received the least benefits. 
These findings were similar to Gross' (1977) study, which found that 
farmers between ages 35-55 (middle-aged farmers) had lower perceptions 
toward the Missouri Extension Service than older farmers. In contrast, 
the study completed by Kantner (1980) revealed that farmers past 66 
years of age received less benefits from the Pennsylvania Cooperative 
Extension Service than farmers under 65 years of age. In view of the 
significant differences observed among age groups for the benefit 
categories, hypothesis 3 was rejected. 
108 
Hypothesis 4 stated: "There is no significant difference in the 
perceptions of farmers toward the benefits received from the Farm 
Opportunities Program when grouped by educational level." The data 
presented in Table 23 revealed that significant differences were found 
for the farm equipment category and the composite score. Farmers 
completing grades 3-6 received above average composite benefits while 
farmers completing grades 10-12 received average composite benefits 
from the Farm Opportunities Program. This finding resulted in the 
rejection of the fourth hypothesis. 
Hypothesis 5 stated: "There is no significant difference in the 
perceptions of farmers toward the benefits received from the Farm 
Opportunities Program when grouped by years of participation in the 
program." The one-way analysis of variance and Scheffe tests 
produced significant differences in four categories: (1) general 
farming concerns, (2) soils, (3) cash crops, and (4) operating 
capital. Additionally, significant differences were found in the 
composite score, Mean scores for farmers participating in the Farm 
Opportunities Program for six years was significantly higher than 
the mean score for farmers participating in the program for three 
years. Based on these findings, the researcher rejected the fifth 
hypothesis. 
Hypothesis 6 stated; "There is no significant difference in the 
perceptions of farmers toward the benefits received from the Farm 
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Opportunities Program when grouped by gross farm sales." The data 
presented in Table 25 reveal that significant differences were found 
for benefit categories: (1) farm finance, (2) farm equipment, and 
(3) income. Significant differences were also found in the mean 
composite score. 
Findings also indicated that the mean score for FOP farmers 
receiving less than $10,000 was significantly higher than the mean 
composite score for farmers receiving between $15,000 to $19,999 from 
gross farm sales. Farmers receiving between $10,000 to $14,999 from 
gross farm sales had mean scores that were also significantly higher 
for the "farm finance" and "farm equipment" benefit categories than 
farmers receiving between $15,000 to $19,999 from gross farm sales. 
These differences led to the rejection of hypothesis 6. 
Objective 5 of the study was to determine the relationship between 
improvements made in farming practices and situations among 40 FOP 
farmers and perceived benefits received from the Farm Opportunities 
Program. Hypothesis 7 (resulting from the fifth objective) stated: 
"There is no significant relationship between improvements made in 
farming among 40 FOP farmers and perceived benefits received from 
the Farm Opportunities Program." The Pearson product-moment procedure 
was used to test this hypothesis. 
The relationship between farming improvements and 52 benefit 
items were not significant at the .05 level of probability. Also, 
nearly all of the individual correlation coefficients were low or 
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negligible (a coefficient less than ± .39). Finally, the Pearson 
Product-moment Procedure used to test for relationships between 12 
Improvement items and ten benefit categories produced 120 coefficients. 
Nine out of 120 of the coefficients were significant at the .05 level 
of probability; therefore, the researcher did not reject the seventh 
hypothesis. 
Ill 
CHAPTER VI. 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The general purpose of this study was to assess the perceptions of 
North Carolina limited-resource farmers toward the Farm Opportunities 
Program. "Benefits resulting from FOP" was the perception measure in 
this study. A secondary purpose of the study was to provide information 
extension educators can use to improve the Farm Opportunities Program 
in a selected area of North Carolina. 
The population of the study was comprised of 167 limited-resource 
farmers who were participants in the Farm Opportunities Program and 
living in Franklin, Vance, and Warren Counties of North Carolina. 
These three counties are located together in the northcentral part of 
North Carolina (see Appendix E). Forty FOP farmers (24 percent) were 
selected at random from the population to participate in this study. 
The researcher used the personal interview technique to collect 
data from farmers included in the sample. Interviews were held with 
each farmer in a home setting during the week of March 11-21, 1985. 
Since face-to-face contact was made between each farmer and the 
researcher, there was a 100 percent response rate. 
A four-part interview questionnaire was developed and used to 
collect data for the study. Part I of the instrument was used to 
identify personal and situational characteristics of the farmers. 
Data for the following six independent variables were also gathered 
112 
in this section of the instrument; (1) county residence, (2) type of 
farmer, (3) age, (4) educational level, (5) years of patticipation in 
the Farm Opportunities Program, and (6) gross farm sales. Part II of 
the interview questionnaire was used to gather information on the type 
and frequency of contact between the farmers included in the sample and 
the Farm Opportunities Program. 
Part III of the instrument was used to collect data on 
improvements in farming practices and situations among sample farmers. 
Twelve items constituted this measure. Part IV of the interview 
questionnaire contained 52 items which were used to assess perceived 
benefits received from the Farm Opportunities Program. These 52 
benefit items were grouped into the following ten farming categories: 
(1) general farming concerns, (2) farm management, (3) farm finance, 
(4) farm equipment, (5) soils, (6) cash crops, (7) farm animals, 
(8) marketing, (9) income, and (10) operating capital. 
The researcher conducted a field test in order to test the 
instrument for construct validity before interviewing farmers included 
in the sample. In addition, post hoc reliability tests, using Cronbach's 
alpha procedure, were used to determine the reliability of the scales 
in the instrument. The reliability for the scales indicating 
assistance in agriculture, farming improvements, and perceived benefits 
were .76, .90, and .95, respectively. As reported in Table 1, reliability 
values for the ten sub-scales of perceived benefits ranged from .69 to 
.97. The high reliability coefficients supported the use of ten 
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subject areas (sub-scales) to assess perceived benefits rather than 
52 Individual Items. 
The data were analyzed with specific reference to the objectives 
of the study. Frequencies and means were computed for all Items 
Included on the Interview questionnaire. An Independent T-test was 
used to determine whether or not there were statistically significant 
differences In mean scores among full-time and part-time farmers. 
The one-way analysis of variance and Scheffe* tests were used to 
determine if significant differences existed in improvement and 
benefit mean scores when farmers were grouped by county residence, 
age, educational level, years of participation in the Farm Opportunities 
Program, and gross farm sales. 
To determine if significant relationships existed between farming 
Improvements and perceived benefits, Pearson product-moment correlation 
coefficients were computed. All statistical testing was performed 
using a .05 level of significance as a critical standard. 
A review of the findings of this study resulted in the following 
major observations: 
1. The majority of FOP farmers had been farming for more than 
41 years. 
2. The mean age for the farmers was 61 years. 
3. Forty-five percent of FOP farmers only completed grades 3-6 
while 30 percent completed grades 7-9. Only 10 percent of 
the farmers were high school graduates. 
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4. The average number of acres owned and farmed by FOP farmers 
was 91. 
5. The mean, median, and mode for income received from gross 
farm sales were $10,572, $10,076, and $9,600, respectively. 
6. Family and friends provided the greatest source of agricultural 
assistance other than the Farm Opportunities Program. Least 
source of assistance was received from vocational agricultural 
teachers and agricultural organizations. 
7. FOP farmers made the greatest Improvements in their farming 
practices and situations in the following areas : 
(a) solving farm problems, (b) maintaining farm budgets, 
(c) keeping farm records, and (d) managing crop production 
operation(s). Least Improvements were made in: 
(a) increasing farming operation(s), (b) obtaining operating 
capital from gross farm sales, (c) increasing gross farm 
sales, and (d) marketing farm animals. 
8. No significant difference existed in mean scores regarding 
improvements made In farming practices and situations when 
farmers were grouped by county residence and type of 
farmer. 
9. Farmers between ages 46-55 made greater Improvements in 
farming practices than farmers between ages 66-75. 
10. FOP farmers completing grades 10-12 had significantly higher 
improvement scores than farmers with less education. 
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11. FOP farmers who received between $10,000 to $14,999 and 
between $15,000 to $19,999 from gross farm sales had 
significantly higher composite improvement scores than 
farmers with $5,000 to $9,999 gross farm income. 
12. The greatest benefits farmers received from the Farm 
Opportunities Program were in the "general farming concerns" 
and "cash crops" categories (see Appendix B for items falling 
in these categories). Following below, in descending order 
of rank, are the other categories from which farmers received 
benefits: (a) farm management, (b) farm finance, (c) farm 
equipment, (d) soils, (e) marketing, (f) income, (g) farm 
animals, and (h) operating capital. 
13. No significant difference existed in mean scores regarding 
benefits received from the Farm Opportunities Program 
when grouped by county residence. 
14. Full-time farmers received significantly greater benefits 
from the Farm Opportunities Program than part-time farmers. 
15. Benefits from the Farm Opportunities Program differed 
significantly when farmers were grouped by age. Older 
FOP farmers (ages 66-75) received significantly greater . 
benefits from the Farm Opportunities Program than farmers 
ages 56-65, 46-55, and 36-45. The three categories in which 
significant differences existed were: (1) general farming 
concerns, (2) farm management, and (3) soils. 
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16. Farmers completing grades 3-6 received greater benefits 
from the Farm Opportunities Program than farmers completing 
grades 10-12. This observation suggested that farmers with 
lower educational levels depended more on agricultural 
assistance from the Farm Opportunities Program than farmers 
completing some type of secondary school education. 
17. Composite mean scores for farmers participating in the 
Farm Opportunities Program for six years were significantly 
higher than farmers participating in the program for three 
or four years. This finding suggests that it may take several 
years of FOP participation for farmers to realize benefits. 
18. When FOP farmers were grouped by gross farm sales, significant 
differences in benefit mean scores were observed for the 
following categories: (a) farm finance, (b) farm equipment, 
and (3) income. Farmers who had less than $10,000 gross farm 
sales had significantly higher benefit scores than farmers 
with $15,000 to $19,999 gross farm sales. 
19. A correlation coefficient of -.200 indicated that a negative 
slight relationship existed between farming improvement and 
benefit items. Relationships between the improvement items 
and benefit categories were also observed to be slight or 
negligible. 
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Conclusions 
Based on the findings from this study, the following conclusions 
will be presented and discussed as they relate to the five objectives 
of the study. 
1. FOP farmers I particularly those 60 years of age and older, 
were poorly educated, had limited production resources, and 
had low gross farm sales. Other than the Farm Opportunities 
Program, family and friends provided the greatest source of 
agricultural assistance for FOP farmers. Findings from this 
study agree with earlier studies which indicated a need for 
small farm programs to assist limited-resource farmers. 
2. Sample farmers indicated that the major type of contact with 
the Farm Opportunities Program was one-on-one farm visits. 
3. FOP farmers, in general, made slightly less than average 
improvements in their farming practices and situations. 
Farmers made the least improvements in raising farm animals 
and marketing agricultural products. 
4. In general, farmers received average benefits from the Farm 
Opportunities Program. Of particular interest were the 
responses of farmers between ages 66-75 who tended to indicate 
that without the Farm Opportunities Program, they would not 
receive any source of professional agricultural assistance. 
Overall, farmers received above average benefits from 
information regarding the production of cash crops. The 
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least benefits received was from Information regarding raising 
farm animals. 
5. Only slight and negligible relationships were observed between 
farming Improvements and perceived benefits. 
Recommendations 
As noted earlier, findings from this study will be included in a 
larger evaluation effort of POP extension educators. Based on the 
findings and conclusions of this study, the following recommendations 
should be given consideration by extension educators who are interested 
in Improving the Farm Opportunities Program. 
Recommendation 1. The Farm Opportunities Program should provide 
additional farmer assistance in the areas of raising 
farm animals and marketing agricultural products. 
Possible means include: (1) provide additional training in 
animal husbandry and marketing agricultural products to FOP agricultural 
technicians: (2) require FOP animal science specialists to devote more 
time to working with poultry and livestock producers; and (3) encourage 
marketing specialists to develop additional programs designed to help 
FOP farmers solve marketing problems. 
Recommendation 2. Conduct an in-depth study of the areas in which 
farmers perceive they are receiving least benefits 
from the Farm Opportunities Program. 
Such responses from farmers could assist FOP educators plan more 
meaningful programs. Perhaps the evaluation study FOP educators are 
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planning to conduct Csee pages 143 and 146 in Appendix C) could include 
some items relating to this recommendation. 
Recommendation 3. State and county FOP educators should be informed of 
the areas farmers perceived having the least benefits 
from the Farm Opportunities Program in the in-depth 
study described in the second recommendation. FOP 
educators should also be informed of the benefits 
farmers received from the North Carolina Farm 
Opportunities Program. 
It is hoped that this recommendation would provide the type of 
feedback information necessary for FOP educators to modify and improve 
the Farm Opportunities Program. 
Recommendation 4. FOP educators should provide greater involvement of 
farmers in the planning of educational programs. 
As asserted by Boyle (1981) and Weiss (1984), program participants 
are more apt to feel a part of a program when they are involved in 
decision making. Such feelings could promote greater interests and 
understanding of the objectives of the Farm Opportunities Program. 
Recommendation 5. FOP educators should make greater use of farm 
demonstrations and one-on-one farm visits to teach 
and assist farmers. 
Based upon the low educational levels of many FOP farmers, it is 
assumed that reading skills among the farmers are also low. Therefore, 
greater use of farm demonstrations and one-on-one farm visits may be 
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the most appropriate means to help FOP participants identify and solve 
farm problems. 
Recommendation 6. FOP extension educators should, in cooperation with 
local food Industries, work toward providing markets 
where FOP farmers can sell crops other than tobacco 
for high income. 
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Page 
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Human Subjects in Research Committee Approval from 
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AGRICULTURAL 
EXTENSION 
PROGRAM 
129 North Carolina A. & T. State Universi 
School of Agricultu 
Agriculture 
P. O. Box 21928 
Greensboro, N. C. 27420 
919-379-7957 
February 27, 1985 
Mr„ John Q. Williams 
815 Carroll Avenue 
Apt. #2 
Ames, Iowa 50010 
Dear Mr, Williams: 
According to information received from Dr. D. H. McAfee, 
Assistant Administrator of NCA&TSU Agricultural Extension Program, 
the North Carolina Extension Administrative Council has granted you 
permission to collect data for your doctoral dissertation. You may 
now contact the farmers who were selected to participate in your 
study. 
As indicated to you earlier, you are to focus your study on 
cooperators residing in Franklin, Vance, and Warren counties. If 
you have any questions please don't fail to contact me. 
sincerely, 
jandbeX M. Lyons 
Coordinator of ANR 
DML/vs 
cc Dr. D.D. Godfrey 
Dr. DoH. McAfee 
Cooperative Extension Work in Agriculture and Home Economics A&T and N.C. Suue Universities, 100 Counties and U. S. Department of Agri 
North Cmrollo* A&T State Univcnity {« an equal opportunity inatitutlon with respect to both education and employment. The university's policies, prograi 
activities are in conformance with pertinent federal and state laws and regulations on nondiscrimination regarding race, color, religion, age, national origin, 
handicap. Inquiries regarding compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. as amended; Title IX of the Educational Amendments; Section 504 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973; or related legal requirements should be directed to the Special Assistant to the Chaneellor-Counsel, Dudley Building AAT State Un 
Greensboro, North Carolina 27411. 
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of Science and Technolo Ames. Iowa 50011 
Department of Agricultural Educatif^ 
223 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-5872 
March 7, 1985 
Dear 
The Farm Opportunities Program was initiated in 1972 for the primary purpose 
of assisting small scale farmers. As a native of North Carolina with a strong 
farm background, I have become very interested in learning more about the Farm 
Opportunities Program. The Agricultural Education Department at Iowa State 
University is also interested in the problems and concerns of small farmers. 
Extension educators employed at the North Carolina Agricultural and Technical 
State University, therefore, have approved a study of the Farm Opportunities 
Program. 
Your name was randomly selected from a list of farmer participants in the Farm 
Opportunities Program to assist with this study. The purpose of this study is 
to learn how small scale farmers feel about the Farm Opportunities Program. I 
will be contacting you in a few days by telephone to ask you to assist us with 
eriis sCuuy by participating in a personal interview. The answers you provide 
during this interview will be kept strictly confidential. Also, your identity 
will be coded and the code is available only to the interviewer. 
Your cooperation in this important study about the Farm Opportunities Program 
would be greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely 
John Q. Williams 
Research Assistant 
David L. Williams 
Professor and Head 
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INFORMATION ON THE USE OF HUMAN SUBJECTS IN RESEARCH 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
(Please follow the accompanytng instructions For completing this form.) 
Title of project (please type): Perceptions of Limited-Resource farmers toward the 
North Carolina Agricultural Extension Service Farm Opportunities Program 
© I agree to provide the proper surveillance of this project to Insure that the rights and welfare of the human subjects are properly protected. Additions to or changes 
in procedures affecting the subjects after the project has been approved will be 
submitted to the committee for review. 
John Q. Williams 10/2/84 (WW (jl)jûl)jnjry\/) 
Typed Named of Principal Investigator Date yWgnature of Principal Investigator 
Ag. Ed. Dept. 201 Curtiss Hall 294-5872 
Campus Address Campus Telephone 
r 3 1 Signatures of others (if any) Date Relationship to Principal Investigator 
Major Proeessor 
ATTACH an additional page(s) (A) describing your proposed research and (B) the 
subjects to be used, (C) indicating any risks or discomforts to the subjects, and 
(0) covering any topics checked below. CHECK all boxes applicable. 
I I Medical clearance necessary before subjects can participate 
I I Samples (blood, tissue, etc.) from subjects 
I i Administration of substances (foods, drugs, etc.) to subjects \ 
I i Physical exercise or conditioning for subjects I 0CT2 *84 J 
I i Deception of subjects 
© 
n Subjects under 14 years of age and(or) Q Subjects 14-17 years of age 
I 1 Subjects in institutions 
nn Research must be approved by another institution or agency 
ATTACH an example of the material to be used to obtain informed consent and CHECK 
which type will be used. 
I I Signed informed consent will be obtained. 
pn Modified Informed consent will be obtained. 
Month Day Year 
Anticipated date on which subjects will be first contacted: 12 18 84 
Anticipated date for last contact with subjects: ^ 
r  7 I f  A p p l i c a b l e :  A n t i c i p a t e d  d a t e  o n  w h i c h  a u d i o  o r  v i s u a l  t a p e s  w i l l  b e  e r a s e d  a n d ( o r )  
identifiers will be removed from completed survey instruments: 
Month Day Year 
-Signature of ^ ad or Chairperson Date Department or Administrative Unit 
Agricultural Education 
9.J Decision of the ÛnlversTEv Coi^fttee qn tjie ^se of Human Subject^'TA'ReleirchJ. T Jy w/understanding that the consent letter and finaT questionnaire 
(W Project Approved will be submitted when dev^oped. ^ 
Gfîorqe G. Ko ras 
Date S i gfiature of Cojrrtil.t'tee CfSait^^r'sop Name of Committee Chairperson c 1: ha  
Revised 5/78 
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An Interview Questionnaire on the Perceptions of Limited-Resource Farmers Toward 
the North Carolina Agricultural Extension Service Farm Opportunities Program 
Part One; Personal and Situational Characteristics of Limited-Resource Farmers 
1. The farmer's age* is 
2. The farmer's sex* is 
3. The number of years the farmer has participated in the program* is 
4. The highest year of education the farmer has received* is 
5. The farmer is a*; 
( ) Full-time farmer and landowner ( ) Full-time tenant faraer 
( ) Part-time farmer and landowner ( ) Part-time tenant farmer 
Ô. The farmer's race* is 
7. The annual gross farm sales* in: 
1982 was 1983 was 1934 was 
8. How many years have you been farming? 
9. How many acres of land do you owned and farmed? 
10. How many hours do you work off the farm? 
11. What are the major cash crops and farm animals that you havs cn your farm? 
Cash Crops; Farm Animals: 
County ID No Farmer ID No. 
Corn 
Cotton 
Forest Products 
Hay 
Oats 
Peanuts 
Soybeans 
Tobacco 
Vegetables 
Wheat 
Other cash crops 
Beef Cattle 
Broilers 
Dairy Cattle 
Goats 
Layers 
Rabbits 
Sheep 
Swine 
Turkeys 
Other farm animals 
*Data will be obtained from the Office of the Farm Opportunities Program 
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12. How often do you attend agricultural meetings that are not associated 
with the Fairm Opportunities Program? 
( ) None ( ) Weekly ( ) Twice a week ( ) Monthly ( ) Twice a month 
13. In how many agricultural organizations do you hold membership? 
14. Using the five point scale below, indicate how much agricultural assistance 
you received from sources other than the Farm Opportunities Program. 
5 
Great 
Assistance 
— 1. Other extension educators 
— 2. Agricultural extension bulletins 
— 3. Radio programs 
— 4. Television programs 
— 5. Family 
— 6. Friends 
— 7. Vocational agricultural teachers 
— 8. Public agricultural agencies 
— 9. Farm publications 
— 10. Agricultural organizations 
— 11. Other (Specify) 
1 2 3 4 
No Little Average Much 
Assistance Assistance Assistance Assistance 
Part Two: Type and Frequency of Contact with the Farm Opportunities Program 
1. How frequently do you have a contact with the Farm Opportunities Program 
regarding your farming operation(s)? 
( ) Daily 
( ) Weekly 
( ) Twice a week 
( ) Monthly 
( ) Twice a month 
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How often do you have the following types of contact with FOP educators 
regarding your farming operation(s)? 
Type of Contact: Frequency of Contact; 
Farm visits 
Office Calls: 
Face to face 
Phone 
Weekly 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
Twice 
a 
week 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
Monthly 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
Twice 
a 
month 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
Every 
other 
month 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
How often do you have contact with the following FOP activities with 
regard to your farming operation(s)? 
FOP Activity; Twice Every Every Every Every 
a other three six nine 
None Weekly month Monthly month months months months 
One—on-one farm 
visits ( ) ( ) 
Farm 
demonstrations ( ) ( ) 
Small group 
discussions ( ) ( ) 
Panel 
discussions ( ) ( ) 
Group meetings ( ) ( ) 
Radio 
instruction ( ) ( ) 
Organized tours ( ) ( ) 
Conferences ( ) ( ) 
Filmstripes ( ) ( ) 
Short courses: 
Lectures ( ) ( ) 
Guest speakers ( ) ( ) 
Reading 
materials ( ) ( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
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Part Three: Improvements in Farming Practices and Situations among FOP Farmers 
Directions: Please use the five point scale below to indicate how much improvement: 
you made in the following farming practices and situations during the past year. 
1 2 3 4 5 
No Little Average Much Great 
Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement 
I made improvements in: 
— 1. Increasing farming operation(s) 
— 2. Solving farm problems 
— 3. Maintaining farm budgets 
— 4. Keeping farm records 
— 5. Using farm machinery 
— 6. Conserving soil 
— 7. Managing crop production operation(s) 
— 8. Managing animal production enterprise(s) 
— 9. Marketing cash crops 
— 10. Marketing farm animals 
— 11. Increasing gross farm sales 
— 12. Obtaining operating capital from gross farm sales 
Part Four: Perceived Benefits Farmers Received from the Farm Opportunities Program 
Directions: Each of the following statements below describes a benefit you may or 
may not received from the Farm Opportunities Program. Respond to each statement; 
in terms of how beneficial you feel the Farm Opportunities Program was to you. If 
you feel, for example, that the Farm Opportunities Program was of average benefit 
to you, write "3" on the line in front of the statement. Please use any number 
from 1 to 5 to indicate how beneficial you feel the Farm Opportunities Program was 
to you. Please respond to each statement by using the following scale. 
à 5 
Much Gre; 
Benefit Bene! 
The Farm Opportunities Program: 
1. General farming concerns 
—la. Provided information about farming 
—lb. Provided information that met ray individual needs 
—Ic. Helped me remain in farming 
12 3 
No Little Average 
Benefit Benefit Benefit 
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—Id. Provided information about land loss prevention assistance 
—le. Provided information about energy conservation 
—If. Assisted me with farm expansion activities 
2. Farm management 
—2a. Helped me set goals for my farming operation(s) 
—2b. Helped me. developed my farm managerial skills 
—2c. Encouraged me to diversify my farming operation(s) 
—2d. Provided encouragement to evaluate my farming performance 
—2e. Helped me solve problems on my farm 
3. Farm finance 
—3a. Provided information about farm finance management 
—3b. Provided information about credit and loans 
—3c. Helped me maintain a farm budget 
—3d. Encouraged me to keep proper farm records 
—3e. Increased my understanding of proper record keeping procedures 
4. Farm equipment 
—4a. Assisted me to secure equipment for my farm 
—4b. Developed my understanding of tractor safety 
—4c. Assisted me in understanding how to use farm machinery 
—4d. Helped me maintain farm machinery 
—4e. Provided information about determining costs for operating farm machinery 
5. Soils 
—5a. Provided information about soil conservation 
—5b. Developed my awareness of soil erosion problems 
—5c. Increased my understanding about the use of proper irrigation practices 
—5d. Assisted ne with irrigation for ray cash crops 
6. Cash crops 
—6a. Encouraged improved crop production practices 
—6b. Assisted me in determining the cost of producing crops 
—6c. Provided information on raising cash crops 
—6d. Assisted me in. selecting crops to grow on my fairm 
—6e. Provided information about crop diseases 
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—6f. Encouraged the use of proper harvesting practices 
—6g. Encouraged the use of proper storage practices for my cash crops 
—6h. Encouraged the use of proper curing practices for my tobacco 
—61. Helped me reduce energy costs for heating my tobacco bulk barns 
7• Farm Animals 
—7a. Assisted me in determining the cost of raising farm animals 
—7b. Assisted me In selecting animals to raise on my farm 
—7c. Provided information on raising farm animals 
—7d. Encouraged proper management practices for my farm animals 
—7e. Provided Information about animal diseases 
—7f. Assisted me in developing an animal health program 
—7g. Helped me reduce energy costs for heating my animal housing facilities 
—7h. Encouraged proper breeding practices for my farm animals 
—71. Encouraged proper feeding practices for my farm animals 
8. Marketing 
—8a. Assisted me to understand current market trends 
—3b. Encouraged approved practices for marketing agricultural products 
—8c. Assisted me with problems relating to marketing my tobacco 
—8d. Assisted me with problems relating to marketing my other cash crops 
—8e. Assisted me with problems relating to marketing my farm animals 
9. Income 
—9a. Helped me Increased gross farm sales from marketing my cash crops 
—9b. Helped me Increased gross farm sales from marketing my farm animals 
10. Operating Capital 
—10a. Provided information about the importance of obtaining operating capital 
—10b. Encouraged me to Invest profits from gross farm sales for future farming 
activities 
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of Science and Technology |||| Ames. Iowa 50011 
Department of Agricultural Education 
201 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone: 515-294-5872 
September 10, 1984 
Dr. Daniel M. Lyons 
Agricultural Coordinator 
N.C. A&T State University 
P.O. Box 21928 
Greensboro, North Carolina 27420 
Dear Dr. Lyons: 
This letter is in reference to the telephone conversation we had on 
September 9, 1984. Please recall that I requested your assistance in 
support of a study I hope to conduct in North Carolina. The topic of the 
study is entitled "Perceptions of Limited-Resource Farmers Toward the 
North Carolina Agricultural Extension Service Farm Opportunities Program." 
Findings from this study will be included in my doctoral dissertation at 
Iowa State University. 
The primary purpose of this study is to assess how limited-resource 
farmers in a selected area of North Carolina perceived the Farm Opportun­
ities Program. I feel this study will provide information North Carolina 
extension educators can use to improve the Farm Opportunities Program. 
Enclosed with this letter is my Eêsëareh proposal. Three important 
components of this proposal are: (1) population to be investigated, 
(2) specific objectives of the study, and (3) an interview questionnaire. 
Your approval of and assistance with this study is very much appreciated. 
Thank you very much for your consideration and time. 
Sincerely yours. 
John Q. Williams 
Research Assistant 
AGRICULTURAL 
EXTENSION 
PROGRAM 
141 North Carolina A. & T. State University 
School of Agriculture 
Agriculture 
P. O. Box 21928 
Greensboro, N. C. 27420 
919-379-7957 
September 19, 1984 
Mr. John Q. Williams 
815 Carroll Avenue 
Apartment #2 
Ames, Iowa 50010 
Dear Mr. Williams: 
Thank you for providing me with a copy of your proposal titled 
"Perceptions of Limited-Resource Farmers Toward the North Carolina 
Agricultural Extension Service Farm Opportunities Program." The 
proposal arrived today (09/19/84). As soon as I review it and 
discuss it with our administrators I will contact you. 
Coofemtive Extension Work in Agriculture and Home Economics AGrT and N.C. State Universities, 100 Counties and U. S. Department of Agriculture 
North Carollns AftT State University to mn equal opportunity Institution with respect to both education and employment. The university's policies, programs and 
activities are In conformance with pertinent federal and state lawi and regulations on nondiscrimination regarding race, color, religion, age. national origin, sex and 
handicap. Inquiries regarding compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. u amended ; Title IX of the Educational Amendments ; Section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973; or related legal requirements should be directed to the Special Assistant to the Chancellor-CounseU Dudley Building AAT State University, 
Greensboro. North Carolina 27411» 
sincerely 
Natural Resources 
DML/vs 
AGRICULTURAL 
EXTENSION 
PROGRAM 
142 North Carolina A. & T. State University 
School of Agriculture 
Agriculture 
P. O. Box 21928 
Greensboro, N. C. 27420 
919-379-7957 
November 30, 1984 
Mr. John Q. Williams 
8l5 Carroll Avenue 
Ames, Iowa 50010 
Dear Mr. Williams : 
I enjoyed talking to you by telephone. Per our discussions 
please be informed that NCA&T Extension Administrators have granted 
me permission to include you as a part of our Farm Opportunities 
Program Impact Evaluation Study's Team. Several persons currently 
comprise the team. 
It is ray understanding that you desire to collect, analyze and 
place in a thesis format data obtained from our evaluation. I await 
anxiously to meet with you on December 19, 1984. This meeting will 
give you and I an opportunity to discuss in detail perceived 
research methodology. I am also hoping that you will be able to 
meet with the Design Team prior to returning to Iowa. 
Again, thank you. It is always good to hear from you. If 
you have any questions please don't fail to contact me. 
Cooperative Extension Work in Agriculture and Home Economics A&T and N.C. State Universities, 100 Counties and U. S. Department of Agriculture 
North Carolina A&T State University is an equal opportunity institution with respect to both education and employment. The university's policies, programs and 
activities are in conformance with pertinent federal and state laws and regulations on nondiscrimination regarding race, color, religion, age, national origin, sex and 
handicap. Inquiries regarding compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. aa amended ; Title IX of the Educational Amendments : Section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973; or related legal requirements should be directed to the Special Assistant to the Chancellor-Counsel. Dudley Building A6T State University. 
Greensboro, North Carolina 27411. 
Sincerely, 
Daniel M.' Lyons 
Coordinator of Agriculture and 
Natural Resources 
DML/vs 
cc Dr. D. D. Godfrey 
Dr. D. H. McAfee 
AGRICULTURAL 
EXTENSION 
PROGRAM 
143 North Carolina A. & T. State University 
School of Agriculture 
Agriculture 
F. O; Box 21928 
CSeeensboro, N. C. 27420 
giIff-379-7957 
February 11, 1985 
TO: Members, of!-the FOP Impact Evaluation Study 
FR: D: MT^yons, Coordinator of ANR 
RE: FOP Impact Evaluation Study 
Please find enclosed minutes that was taken by our acting secre­
tary (Mr. John Q. Williams) during our previous meeting. Please 
note that we are scheduled to meet on Monday, February 18, 1985 at 
2:00 p.m. We will meet in the conference room. 
One of the major agenda items for our February l8th meeting 
was suppose to have focused on selecting a sample for the study. 
Administrative procedures have delayed our obtaining such names 
from the counties. I will explain this further during our Monday 
meeting. 
DML/vs 
Enclosure 
Cooperative Extension Work in Agriculture and Home Economics A&T and N.C. State Universities, 100 Counties ttnd U. S. Department of Agriculture 
Hèrtld CotoIIoa AAT Stat* UDlv«nlty U #a equ%l opportunity iMtituUon with rcopoct to both éducation and employment. The unlvewlty # pollelco. procrams and 
MtfHtfew mr* In con form# nee with pertinent federal and auie law# and regulation# on nondl#cHmlnatlon re*ardln* race, color, religion. a*e, national origin. #e% and 
Handlèm» Inqulrle# regarding compliance with Title VI of the Civil Right# Act of 1964. aa amended; Title IX of the E^ducatlonal Amendments : Section W4 of the 
Rehabilitation Aet of 1*7# ; or related legal requirement ehould be directed to the Special Aaalatant to the Cbaaeeltor>Couiuel« Dudley Building AAT State University, 
CuauiMeio, North Carolina 27411. 
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144 North Carolina A. & T. State University 
School of Agriculture 
Agriculture 
P. O. Box 21928 
Greensboro, N. C. 27420 
919-379-7957 
January 30, 1986 
Mr. John Q. Williams 
815 Carroll Avenue 
Apartment #2 
Ames, Iowa 50010 
Dear Mr. Williams: 
I enjoyed talking to you on January 3, 1986 while you were in 
Greensboro and was especially happy for you to share with me the 
findings of your study. As I indicated to you, the Farm Opportuni­
ties Program Impact Evaluation Team will soon be interviewing 
farmers and extension educators for our study. Please be informed 
that your study will be treated as a pilot study for our larger 
evaluation study of the Farm Opportunities Program. However, 
selected findings will be included in our study as soon as you 
have completed your doctoral dissertation. 
Again, thank you. If you need any further assistance from the 
Farm Opportunities Program Impact Evaluation Team, please don't fail 
to contact me. 
Cooperative Extension Work in Agriculture and Home Economics A&T and N.C. State Universities, 100 Counties and U, S. Department of Agriculture 
North Carolina A&T State University is an equal opportunity institution with respect to both education and employment. The university's policies, programs and 
activities are in conformance with pertinent federal and state laws and regulations on nondiscrimination regarding race, color, religion, age, national origin, sex and 
handicap. Inquiries regarding compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. as amended : Title IX of the Educational Amendments ; Section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973; or related legal requirements should be directed to the Special Assistant to the Chancellor-Counsel, Dudley Building A&T State University. 
Greensboro* North Carolina 27411. 
Sincerely 
D^nierM. Lyons 
Coordinator of Agriculture and 
Natural Resources 
DML/vs 
cc Dr. D. D. Godfrey 
Dr. D. H. McAfee 
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North Carolina 1890 Extension Program^ 
The Cooperative Extension Service was created after passage of the 
1914 Smith-Lever Act. Extension work In each state Is carried out with 
the aid of cooperative agreements between the United States Department 
of Agriculture and land-grant universities or colleges. 
Land-grant Institutions were established after passage of the 1862 
and 1890 Morrill Acts. The 1862 land-grant colleges were created In 
order to provide instruction in agriculture and the industrial arts for 
Whites. Instruction in agriculture and industrial education for Blacks 
was provided at 1890 land-grant Institutions. The 1890 land-grant 
universities and colleges are located in sixteen Southern states. 
In the Southern United States, two extension programs comprised 
one Extension Service. These programs are located at 1862 and 1890 
land-grant universities and colleges. The North Carolina Agricultural 
Extension Service is also composed of two extension programs. The 
1862 extension program is located on the campus of North Carolina State 
Univèfslty while the 1890 extension program is located at the North 
Carolina Agricultural and Technical State University. 
The two universities work cooperatively in all program areas with 
some programs being sponsored by a single university. One such program 
is the North Carolina Agricultural Extension Service Farm Opportunities 
1 
The source of information for much of this discussion was a report 
published in 1979 by the North Carolina Agricultural and Technical State 
University entitled "Agricultural Extension Program: A Self-Study Report" 
and remarks made by Garden (1983). 
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Program (FOP). Persons responsible for FOP are 1890 extension educators. 
Information presented In Figure 8 shows the partial organizational 
structure and cooperation between the North Carolina 1890 and 1862 
extension programs. Also Included In Figure 8 are: (1) the North 
Carolina Extension Administrative Council, (2) 1890 program 
coordinators, (3) 1890 agricultural specialists, (4) 1890 and 1862 
county paraprofesslonals, and (5) the clientele. 
Joint extension meetings are held regularly by administrators of 
the 1890 and 1862 extension programs. This body of administrators is 
known as the North Carolina Extension Administrative Council. As an 
administrative body, it is concerned with policy making, personnel 
development, and general supervision of the North Carolina Agricultural 
Extension Service. 
Program coordinators for the 1890 extension program are responsible 
for leadership in Agriculture, Natural Resources, Home Economics", 
Community Resource Development, and 4-H and Youth. The agricultural 
coordinator is also the director of the Farm Opportunities Program. 
Agricultural specialists employed by the 1890 extension program 
work in the areas of animal science, horticulture, home gardening, farm 
managment, and marketing. They provide educational support for county 
agents and paraprofesslonals. These specialists report directly to the 
agricultural coordinator who serves as their immediate supervisor. 
County 1890 and 1862 paraprofesslonals consists of agricultural 
and forestry technicians, family education aides, urban agricultural 
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Figure 8. Partial organizational structure of the North Carolina 1890 and 1862 extension programs 
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aides, and 4-H program assistants. County paraprofessionals work on 
a one-on-one basis with individuals and families in various communities 
across the state, using such informal teaching methods as farm and home 
demonstrations, "hand-on" workshops, and group meetings. The county 
extension agent serves as the immediate supervisor for paraprofessionals 
within their assigned counties. 
The clientele are composed of: (1) large scale producers, 
(2) small scale farmers, (3) limited-resource farmers, (4) nonfarm 
rural residents, and (5) urban program learners of the North Carolina 
Agricultural Extension Service. 
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Summarized Profile of the Farm Opportunities Program. 
Established in 1972, the primary purpose of the Farm Opportunities 
Program is to provide educational services and technical assistance to 
North Carolina limited-resource farmers, long-term goals are to assist 
FOP participants in identifying and solving farm problems, raise farm 
productivity, and Increase gross farm sales. FOP extension educators 
teach FOP farmers by using five major teaching methods: (1) One-on-one 
farm visits, (2) farm demonstrations, (3) group meetings, (4) radio 
instruction, and (5) organized tours. 
Currently, approximately 1,275 participants within 25 counties 
subscribe to the services provided by the Farm Opportunities Program. 
As shown in Figure 9, fifty-two percent of the counties participating 
in the Farm Opportunities Program are located in the Southeastern 
section of North Carolina. Information in Figure 9 also reveals that 
the three counties (Franklin, Vance, and Warren) comprising the 
population for this study are located in the Northcentral part of the 
state. Guilford County, which is located in westcentral North Carolina, 
serves as the site for the North Carolina 1890 extension program and 
the office of the Farm Opportunities Program. 
Evaluation, finally, is an important part of the Farm Opportunities 
Program. According to Lyons (1985), the evaluation of the Farm 
Opportunities Program consist of the following activities ; 
1. Comparative analysis of the enrollee's farm Income progress. 
2. Survey of the number of enrollees using the services of 
NORTH CAROLINA 
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Figure 9. Map of North Carolina counties participating in the Farm Opportunities Program 
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public agencies. 
3. Pre and post assessment of the farmers* production practices. 
4. Survey of the number and percentage of farmers adopting 
recommended agricultural technology. 
5. Survey of adult and young farmers who participate in community 
activities (Lyons, 1985, p. 4). 
